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This report surveys i a definitive way- the degrgi!of progress made - *
in the last 10 years toward achi}ving the goals of student aid pro-

g'rams‘;.‘promoting equal access'and equal institutional chaice, and ad-
thcing.req‘ual retention and com letion. Note is made of the sangtary _
impact of the growth of. federal and state need-based studént aid pro-

- grams, on extending equal educa ional opportunity. General erroll-

_ :'rfnént' and student aid trends 'are.-rjviewt_:d,‘.wi/th the costs of attendance
..} "and its impact-on studdnts’ decision to atfend or not attend being con-
T ' ".sidered at length. Thereé is also an'examination of the effect of ’studem:
" "aid on enrollments by looking at the influence it has on the college at-
1, tendance decisions of aid récipients. Some findings,are the low-income
[gToup is"increasing its share of private enrollments; while the high-
“yincome group iis increasing its share of university enrollments. On the

. other’hand; the middle-income group representation at both private
. and public institution is decreasing. Although major progress has been

+. made in providing access, ‘the poor, minorities, ‘and women are still

; nd;._ doing well wljen retention ',a,;nil completion are considered and
v " blacks, fin particulir, continue to be somewhat underemﬁled. The
authprvj)oims out that the most severe effects of, rising costs have been

~ experienced by middle-income vouth, who qualify for little or no stu-
dent aid, and comments’ that, needs analysis procedure and funding
- levels should be revised to provide limited benefits to students from:
mfﬁdle-income _fa;rpilies. Extensive (abular data are inclyded in this re-
port. Larry L. Leslie is professar of higher education'sy{ the College of
Education, University vo,fgépizona. o
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/}bp}fqiifnat(:l_y “ten years ago ::.:"‘lIICW public 'pol-icy’

! riority for

Ameri‘cqp higher education 'bcgan'.to cmerge.. That pr o'}"ity' c':illed .
Yy - for equal opportunities for yonth . from low-income - families, for - -
1. ~minorities,‘and, somewhat later, for women. Vel oL
i ‘The vehicles employed to advance, this priorify were sevetal:
among them, 'the gemoval of certain discrimin ory practices;’ the '
\\ introduction of “‘affirmative action”. programs: and, of specific rele-
/'\\. vance to this research report, the establishme
i

*{o studenss, or “‘sudent’ aid."
AN

nt of financial subsidies -
hd ‘.~ l : ’
The purpose of this research report is to assess the degree ,'of

\
..

the *

progress,that has been made during the pgst decade in meeting the
KS)j\thevadvancemeﬁ't of equ

goals of student aid programs. These goals are: (1) thé promotion of .
v, equal access; (2) . promotion of equal institutional choice; and-
; \ : al retention and completion, ..
"\ The agumptiof. that student ajel ‘will advance thes¢ three g
\is grounded in -économic‘demandl theory, wlich has been show

P

oals -
apply to higher education. For example, itis knawn that the de

&

n to
mand '\
‘for higher education, i.e., enrollment, iy l&}atecl to the price, or coft
- of attendance. Also, it is known® that “cross'price’ cffects operate in
. higher education: the net. cost of ¢ '

nrbll}ing‘ in one institution’ affects
_enyollments in ‘other institutions. In theory, sudent aid reduces the
: net. price of -higher education to the student an

. 4 : &
.

crease enrollments overall {i.e., access) and to chi
tribution patterns among various types- of instituf
" Ag an iritial step in this assessment, more’ g
terms is requiréd.” What is meant by cequality
equit?‘in regard to these three goals and how is i

S For, several pragmatic reason

thercby acts.to in-
ge enrollment dis-
ons (i.c., choice)? ) " .
ecise definition of

of opportunity or

to be measired? |

rv—is ,nefessary, )

L

1 The important federal 1
a grams,.which a
portunities for

n the formulation _
egislation “in régard to need-Hhsed student’ aig ‘pro-
the major vehicles for prémoting cquad higher education op-
tdents, are the Higher Education Act qf 1965, as amended.yand = -
the Education Amendments of 1972, Many states have agéited their own version
.of ‘these programs. The GI 'bill and Social Sgcurity lgiathbn also provide major?
. amolnts of student aid, although this aid is not nted'b d. Other important
R 1 per _education ‘are thefl Civil Rights Act of - ’
er 11216 of 1965, as aliended in 1967, < ~
evi
J- McPherson, “The Demaid) for
and Private Higher Education} The

ence %f this in higher education, see Michael
Private Higher Educatio
et

her »*in- Public Policy
Brookings Institution, fofthcoming, '
. <
. ‘. . . ) .
T
‘ , . Iy 0™
) 4 _‘

“equality” .instruments affecting iyi
1967, as amended, and Exewgtive O
" 2For a recent review of -t

40
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. second reason is pl()])db]) that_ enrollment. not opport

sure how opportumly can bc mc.mncd e\ccpt \shcn it is e\e|c1scd
A cdrollary is that the -enrdllment tlal.l necessary  for evaluation
exist, but data regarding <‘opportunitics” to enroli .lrcﬁncl\mg A
"% to en- -
roll, is consistent with the concept of economi demand, which is'the’
framework of prcscnl public studcnﬁ aid polity: thus, thc outcomes
f this policy can only be mtcrprcycd clearly then assessment meas-*
L%rcs are consistent with the clemengs of this theory. Finally, for these
two reasons, and perhaps for othcts that are political. the definition
of opportunlt) as, enrollment has become the convention; and' ad-
herence to convention is perhaps the cardinal rule for those wishing
« to. affect public -policy because it iusures -interpretability - of results
by policy-makers. In sum, equality in access ineans equal college
gomg rates; equality iir choice means cqual envollment rates in more
" expensive, fowr- -year and pnvatc institutions. -Finally, cquahty it re.-
tent.non -and completion Weans equal retention and complcnon ratces,
" Befére. proceeding, it skould be acknowledged that in. addition to
studenL aid, numerous other variables act to affect enrollments:
" Money or the lack of-it is not the major force acting on the ‘attend-
ance decision for many, students. The impression should not- be
g1ined that student aid will solve n#tional cquality problems. even
in higher education. Nevertheless, from the following pages, it does
appear _that student aid makes a. contribution to this national -
priority.3 : ¢ ) d
In makKing its assessmentx this report proceeds as follaws. For b'lck-
ground purposcs the first section reviews trends m#O\ cmll enroll-
~ments and in student costs and student aid appropriz . ‘Because
previous ERIC/Higher Education-AAHE research rcpmts h'nc con-
sideted cnrollmc?ll,and student aid trends i detail, only. iummancs
‘are ‘provided herein.* Thé third condition, costs of a-ttcnd:lnc_g, is
discussed at somewhat greater length, : : :
In the,sccond. and third sections of the tcpo.u "focus.is in turn”
/I on the enrbllment trends by income, 'by race, and by sex. For each
of these three variables, present and tine scrlcs a€cess (cnmllmenr)

~ 3For a- discussion, of how all these facl()rs affect the enrollment decision, sce .
Jonathan D. Fifcf Applying tlze Goals of Student Financigf Aid, Chapter 3, 1975,

4 For enrollmenl trends, sée Larry L. Leslie .and Ho rd}F. Miller, Jr., Higher
Education and the Steady State, 1974; and. for studeft aid trends. sce Jonathan
D. Fife, ‘Applying the Goals of Student Financial Ai

&

-
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) data ‘are 'exami'ned,‘ as are the limited 2l\';li1’£‘ble r'e'te'mion and com-
. pletiop data. Theh; enrollment ratc by sector and level are {on-
; sidered in_order to assess changes in opportunities related to collgge > :
+ choice. In"'an effort to wsess the possible relationships of the.enroll- .
~ment rate changes in Student aid and to collége costs, determinations <
/" are made of who recéites ‘the aid: Finally, whee it are avaitablé, « .
i .more direct assessment of the cffects of student aid upon enrollments N
Je is made by examinifig the potency 9f aid}in altering the college sat-
/. tendance decisions. of aid recipients, o - ‘ :
Thafou,rth -and final section of the r port makes summary ob-
* -servations, and conclusions.. The summary devedls that:
® Low-income yonth c‘o"ntixvm_e to be ‘upderrcpresented in higher — =
¢ education oxerdll, although "during ‘the ppst decade they have im- =
" proved. their position vis-i-vi§ otMer income groups. _ o
) Middle-income enrollment rates arc-oply ‘slightly bélow average
# overall ratesy at present, but they havesbeen declining- sharply in
: ) M . ,

recBnt ‘years. , S
® High-income rates are above the average, although they have
‘been . declining moderately, i B .o -

Concefhing college choice, the trends for- the low- and high-ihcome -, : L.
~groups are mixed; and for .the mid(lluincomt_group, g{cclings. are -
noted on each of two dimensions: - - S oL .
' ®.The low-income_ group is- increasing its sharevof private®enroll-
‘ments; - - A , -

® The high-income :gr_oup is increasing Its share of .university. en-
rollment; and . - o : ‘ . S

. The_',m‘iddle-inc‘omc'gtmp,is,lgsi}) round in both regards.

Conce'rning retention and completion rates, all three target groups
. —the poor, m#oritics, and women—do not fare well, although trend
data are lacking and, thercfore, progress or change canpot be asséssed.

The summary data by- race are the. most encouraging. of those .
presented. arity in college access and choice have "ne:a)rl);-l been . .
achieved for~all minority groups taken as a whole. In terms’of sub--
groups, blacks_have made access and: cheice_gains 6f major propor-~ , -
" tions, but they continue to be somewhat l)rndcrcnml)cd overalF{f’

Women  still compose smaller percentage of higher cdycation
enrollments than men. but cohsiderable gainsihave been nbted dur-, -
“ing the past decade. In regard to. college choice, by institutjonal .
sector, women :are underenrolied in JPprivate institytions and in uni- .
. Vversities and ;1're451jghtly ovérrepresented in'foulg—ycar colleges. Only..

s In universities has progress in inslitutional’ choice been noted for

e

s

-

» Women ., - - -
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“In .‘l three mrget groups, 1t wuuk! appear overall that student

aid has played a major role in what clearly has been progress of

major propom()m This conclusion is supporlcd by the prt*nnnd#r"nt'
dissernination of student,‘aid to these three groups, by cir relatively

~. low net coéts of enrollment, and by their own report§*of the instru-
mental role the aid has played. On the othcr hand, it .lppchrs that

¢ most severe clku.s‘ oh nsmg costs h.nc been (\pj:nence(l iy -
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Changes in Enrolimentsand =~ -
".Enroliment Conditions : '

"'"""T.hé major’ purpose of this report is to assess how certain changing 4
" financiat conditions, i.c,, higher student costs and increasing amounts . ‘
of ,st‘uden‘t”_aid,--arc.affdctirl‘g the postsecondary ‘enrollments of certain '
categories of youtlr. In this Scction, enrollment trends are examined

in the=ggregate, and Ehanginé,ovemll student costs and student aid, -
‘appropriations are reviewed: This is important backgreund informa-

tion because implications. of sub,:&ro.up t'r'cht,}s are understood more
\clearly in relation to the changing size. and nature of the whple. The
next two chapters are the core.of this report and contain the assess-
ment of the effects of these changing conditjens on the poor,} minori-

.

ties, and women. ;- ° . ‘ . .
Before beginning the data presentation, certain’ ificonsistericies in
. - the data sources should ‘be acknowledged because the val dity of -

conclusions may be affected. First, the sources do not alWays\provide'

data for preciscly the same years. Second, the sources do no always -

employ consistent definitions. A “student’” may 'be definetl af a full- -

time student by one source, a* full-time equivalent by anothen source,

and. $imply a “head count” student by yet another source,'i THird,

thé sources  may categorize data_differently. For example, aj variety

of income' and racial groupings are encountered. Finally, the!sources .

occasionally quantify their data in different forms. For e ample, -

most- sources list comprehensive access data by"income and ga{_(egorize

it as higher education- participation rates; however one soiirce’ p"ate-

gorizes this data as enrollment shares or as proportions of the “total - *

enrollmerit. : xd '
Whenever possible, . these incondistencies have been overcome or

at least taken into account. Data, have been converted to constant

_d&llars, merged into 'foxlsislent categories, apd adjusted to allow
comparability. Also, tliey have been chécked for consistericy against
other sources. What unfolds is-a pattern of";ﬁridings' consistent in
difection and, to only a slightly lesser -extent., consigtend in degrec.

* The general direction of fingings most certainly is valid,. although
care should be exercised in cvaluating the specific values reported.

- Trends in Overall Envollments R - .

.

An examination of changihg overall enrollments provides a neces-
sary perspective for viewing changing .enroll'mcnt?c'amOng the three = -
or > v .

,
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“Table 1. Summary of Enrollment in Ml Institutions of_.Higher
Education, by Degree- and Non-degree (ffedit Statys: United States, "

Fall 1964 to 1975 (Resident and Extenyibn Opening Fall Enrollment
—In Thousands) - ' ",

i,

. *The breakdown hetween degiee-credit and nondegree-credit enrollment in 1966

and 1967 is cst‘imatcd._ &

Note: Data are for 50 states and the District of Columbia fbr‘all years.. Becausé

of rounding, dctails may not add to totald. *

Final ‘éviscd figures for fall 1973 opening cnrollment in ‘institutions of higher . -

education are slightly different from those shown _in-the' table.

Sources: Enrollment data are derived from the following: - U.S. Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, National Center for Education Statistics, pule
Jications: (1) Opening (Fall) Enrollinent in Higher Education, annually, 1964
through 1968, 1971 through 1975; (2) Fall Enrollment in Higher Education,
Supplementary -Information, 1969 and 1970; and (3) Resident and Extension
Enrollment in Institutions of Higher Education, fall 1966 (unpublished).

Table 2. Primary Families with Dependent Members 18 to 24 Years
Old .Enrolled Full Time in College, October 1967 to October 1974
(Percentage of All Families Reporting Income)

1967 1968 ., 1969, 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975

t

007 401 426 398 B4 378 %62 . B2 81

L]
Note: A dependent family iember is a relative of the head of household. exclud-
.ing the head’s wife or any other relative who is married with a spouse present.
Such.persons are generally the sons and daughters of the houschold head.

Source:  Currenl -Population Reports, School Enrollment—Social and Economic
+ Characteristics of Students (Washington: U.S. Department of -Commerce, Bureau
of the Census), Series P-20. :

T .

’

2 ke
Total Degree- IYZ_- : o
.Creditand  Annuil " Annobal . . " Annual
. -Nondegree Percent . Percent ) Percent
-+ Year " Credit Change ~ Degrée- - Change '“Nondegree- Change
(Fall) - Enrollment in (2) Credit - in(4) Credit in (6)
@ , @& 3 @ L) ©
- 1964 5,280 4,950 C" %0
1965 5921 v 21 5326 . 116 395 19.7
1966° 63% - 80l 5.928 13 462, 170
1967° .+ 6812 - "82 6406 81 ©505 . -:08-
1968 7513 C87 ., 6928 .0 8l 585 . Tq%8
1969 ,8.003 65 ¢ 7,484 © 80 521 . 1109
1970 8581 7.2 7920 58 661 5269
1971 8919 43 . 8116 25 883 ¥BoL
1972 ° 9215 - - 80 . 825 . 18 - 950y ¥
1973 9,602 4.2 8520 . 81 - 1,088 g 139
1974 10,224 6.5 9,023 5.9 1,200 109:
1975 11,240 99 . v .
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subgroups of primary concern. For example, data showing the grow-
ing portion of the undergraduate student bédy that is poor assumes
additional megning if it is.known that the overall size of the total
student body has grown larger and by how much. '
Absolute Numbers—In absolute numbers, postsecondary enroll-
ment growth since 1964 generally has been constant (see Table- 1 and

~ Figure- 1), although the rate of growth has followed a somewhat

erratic pattern (see Table I and Figure A-1 in the A’p'pendi'x).S The

‘annual enrollment growth in the fall of 1965 was about- 650,000 stu--

dents, or about 12.1 percent (column 38 of Table 1). In the subsequent

" seven years, the growth rate declined to 3.0 percent annually. In

1978, the rate of growth began to increase’ again, and reached a peak
of 9.9 percent, at least temporarily, in 1975. (Fall 1976 enrollments
are only slightly higher than 1975 levels) . . a
Propensities for Higher Education—A more useful way of viewing
enrollment data for policy. purposes is to consider propensities for
higher! education i.c., the higher'Edtlcntibn""p:griipipau’on4r'ate..__Th1;s

“approach takes into account the changing size of the" population .
base and allows a more accurate appraisal of the effects of policy -

changes. The Census Burcau, which bases its analysis upon’all fami-
lies with dependent members 18 to 24 years old, reports that bétween

1969 and 1975, participation rates declined steadily (see Table 2).

In 1969, 42.0 percent of. these families reported members enrolled
~ full-timein college, compared to 34.2 percent in 1974.¢ These data

in absclute enrollments, such as those seen in Table 1.7
: .

Trends in the Costs of Attendance L .
As indicated in the Ouverview; student aid may be conceptualized

- as a reduction in the student's net price; and a reduced net’ price

5 When ecrirollments are broken down into degree-credit and ngndcgree-credit
categorics (Table 1, columns 4 and 6), a similar pattern unfolds, although in the
latter case some anomalics arc noted. Like the pattern for total enrollments, the
growth rate for degree-credit students deglined steadily->until 1972, whercupon

-the ‘trend was. teversed. However, ignoring the deviant case of 1969, for’ non-

degree-credit enrollments, the growth rate appdiently has not yet “bottomed out.”

.It is also worth noting that the rate of nondegree-credit cnrollment growth has

remained much higher than the rate of degree-credit growth, ~

Y

8 The reversal in the 1975 participation rate appears to. be anomalous; the
1976 rate probably will decline quite sharply. ' ‘

7 Another way to view the “propensity for higher education” is seen in Table
A-1, which shows the annual relationship. between high school graduates and
first-time degrec-credit enrollments, (The prefix A indicates location in the Ap-
pendix.) Table A-1 shows that thjs relationship was fairly constant at about 52
to 54 percent through 1967 hpd has fluctuated atound 60 percent since that time. *

8

17,

_illustrate the misimpression that can be gdined from viewing.trends
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shoyld’ act to increase em'ollments 1f no other component of, net
‘price were to vary as student aid were increased, a s[ralghtforward
assessment of the effects of vincreased aid would: be "possiblg, How-
ever, a number of costs to students have. increased along with aid ~
and it is important to take these increases into account. o

Two agencies. prondc data -on student costs of coll@ge attcndance
In academic year 1970-71, the College Scholarship Ser vice (CSS) be-
gan publishing institutionally reported costs. of attendance by insti-
tution and across several analytically useful categories (sece Table.
A-2). Data from the National Center for' ‘Education Statjstics (N CES)
arc published in somewhat less usefuil categories, but begin «in 1964
and are -available in both constant -and cmrent dollars (see Tables
8 and A-3 and Figure 1, part'B). Visual checks of the GSS and NCES
tablcs show that if proper-adjustments are made, the, two data sources
are generally consistent. (The NCES mclude\‘only tuition and room-
and-board c'lnuges while CSchludLs other ducndance-rclated ex-
penses.) . . R

Referrmg to thé NCES data in Table 3 it can -be seen. that both
- average total institutional charges and average tuition. and féeé charges

" have increased steadily since 1964-65. Durmg this pcuod, ‘average -

,totgl ‘charges per student in the pubhc and nonpubhc sectors. have

+ increased S1,013 and S2 174, or 107 and 114 percent, respectively (se€

the bottom of page 2 of the Table). Tuition charges thave increased
by $356 and $1,446, or 145 and 133 perfent, in the public and private
sectors, rcspccmely When convcnsnons are made to constant dO”..”lI'S,

f
|

|
|

the increases are, of course, more modest, although it "is clear that .

student charges since 1964-65 "have risen more rapidly than inflation’

' _as measuded by the Consumer Price Index (see Table A- 3). G

.
«

Treixds in*Student Azd8 : :
:{he tabulation of public appropnauons for sludent aid began

“only a little more than a decade ‘ago. That first year, fiscal 19065,

total student aid appropriations by federal and state governments
were less than $137 milljon. Since that ume,vlhe growth in student
aid appropriations has-been of major proportions (see 'lable 4 and
Figure I, part C). In fiscal 1976, the appropriation was dpprommately
$7.542 billion. Of this amount, about $3,598 billion was awarded by
federal and state governments, all or in part on the basis of student
need. Institutions added/another SL 046 billion  from their own re- .

L

8 For a more dctalled discussion, sec Jonathan D. Fife, Applying the Goals ‘of
Student Financial Ald 1975, Chaptcr 5

18
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n  Table ] Public Appropriaf'imis‘ for Student Aid in M tllions of Currnt Dollors: Fiscal Years 196)-1976

\ 2
. o ; L o .
R Pl Socal  OferFedenl S Aol
o Velrar's  LSecority Student Aid” Student AK  Growth
o Yar l‘!enetits , \ Benefits Programs! ~ Programs Tow  Tow
R SUE R B T S S 4
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1% W % mo o W,
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98171 million appropnatcd fpr BEOGs in 1974 spcnt in 1976 NS ‘ “w ‘. \
" {Estimated. | SR o l
\

Note: Most studétt aid funds are forward Iundcd to Ulc next academic year. ) - .

%urccs All Feddral data, and state data for 1965 from U, -National Center for Education Statistics: Financial Stamt ies 3] Ingtity:

tigns for Highey Education: Current Funds Revenues and Expendilures Washington, DC,, annual, State data for 15 from

_« Joseph hoyd Arbnual Report of State Scholarship and Grant Programs, Ilhnou Stalc Scholarship Commission, annuu* Post 1975
data gerived fron Summary Analysu of FY 'T7 Budge, .
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sources ¢Hershberger et al. 1975, p 78). The remainder—veterans’ and
Social Security urvivor benefits—were not awarded on a need basis.

* In fiscal 1977, th / oflth.ése, veterans’.benefits, was on the de-

cline (The Chronicle\s} Higher Education, October 18, 1976).
. o - - G5

- S!)mmary‘ _ ..

This section has summarized overall trends in enrollments, in stu- -

dent costs of attendance, and in’'student ajd appropriations (see,

" Figure 1). It has shown that: the overall rate of enrollmient- growth

has slowed since the peak yeats.of the early to mid-1960s, although . .

the rate did spurt durifg the 1978 through 1975 academic years;
among primary families, the raté of college going ‘declined from 1969
to 1975; and the costs‘of collegé attendance have risen sharply, ex-
ceeding increases in the annual rate of inflation. Finally, the emer-

v

gehce of student aid programs, particularly those based-.on need,’

have been noted. Only GI benefits are now -declining. L Y

- The next twé sections address the rﬁfjér purpese of -this report;
namtly; What "Hd've_ been the effects of increasing costs and studetis
aid appropriatiths”on enrollments of. youth from low-income fati-
lies, of Fdcial finorities, and of women? _"Fheﬁrﬁnplication is that
recent changes in costs and student aid have altered the enrollment

: i

decisions of all.three groups. : - ' ,

l\ l
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Changing Enroilments
by Family Incobme * - S

Much of the current debate surtounding financing trends, AN post-
secondary education involves how. various income groups have been
faring undér the changing conditioris of the' 1970s. _According to
demand theory, if the-larg¢ need-based student aid-programs have
been achjeving their goals o omoting equality in access and choice,
it would be expected, ceteris - ribus, that low-income enrollmenty
-would be- rising, both overall apd at the higher-priceds more selec-
tive, fguryear and priMte in itutions?  However, the increasing
costs of college attendance will have absorbed sqme of the subsidies -
and may have attenuated the. enrollment effects of these aid pro:

ams for low-income persons. That is, the rising gross costs 6f at-

*net costs \gp and perhaps enrollments down. Further, it might bé

tendahce'l::ill' 1;30@.‘ _c'c'rsumed sofne. of the subsidies, thus keeping’

. expected that the rising costs’ have acted to reduce enrollments among

e those who neither qualify as-readily for need-based aid programs nor
"~ vhave ackess to alternative resources—i.e., college-age youth of middle-

Ld

income families.!? The middie-income nonrecipient receives no pub-
dic “offset” for Misfiigher gross costs and his parent’s resources may

. be quite limited_JConsideration of the income-enrollment relation-

ship is the purpose of this se‘c;ibp. ‘

.. Thetwo major. sources of time series enrollment data used in this..

' 4sec?i,bn~-are the American Council: ‘on ‘Education’s. (ACE) -Annual

- . sible, but occasionally. the- categories employed -by ‘data sources were inconsistent N

Freshman Surveys and “the Census Buigau's Series, “Characteristics

of, American Youth.” The ACE annua)ly conducts a broad survey - .

4 ‘

A a large sample of entering: college freshmen. Although the validity

S S, ] _‘-77'.'1* P . )
9 As indicated e€arlier, ’not__'alhid programs are néed baged. Unfortunately, it

is imposgible to.separate uie effects of the need-based programs when viewing
thanges in national cnrolﬁhe_n't data. .

, 10 Défining this term i§ a troublesome matter. No- commonly ‘accepted defini- .

tion. exists; yet, much is heard about the so-called “plight of the middle class.” " ".-

Elsewhere (Leslie and’ Johnson 1974, p.™422), we defined middle income as be:_
tween $7,500 and $15,009 in annual earnigs—Today the range would be some:’
what higher. In this report; the available data places constraints on the selection
of an appropriate - definition_ and the consistency with ich this definition is
applied. Prior to 1974, data scldom were disaggregated above $15,000 annual in-

[4

come. Thus, i s nccessary in composing time series tables to accept, in most

cascs, $15,000 -a%xhe upper. limit of the middle-income category; $10,000 was ac-
- cépted as the 1éwer limit. This range of $10,000 to $15,000 is utilized’ where: pos- °

" and could not be converted.

-
’
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of the survey’s family income data hgs been qifcstiqn&{ because‘--th‘c,

data are based on student estimates, this data squrce is one of few

to combine a large numbet of important variables.? Furthe_r.i,f the

ACE data are useful because their specificity to the annual freshinan

class allows the most direct assessment of .the cffects of annual ch'ilngcs T,

“in costs and in student aid expenditures. It is suspeeted-that’ upper-

classmen, once enrolled, are less price-responsive and t,ll;lt‘-.fOCl;s’i_ll'g i

on freshmen yields a more sensitive assessment of the cffects 'of;:‘r_'nn‘_ug!.

cost and uid changes. Also, many of the aid programs are relatively

new Snd have not been aviilable cqually ¢o upperclassmén, at-least -

~ in the carly years of these programs, . o L

A mdjor strength of the Census Bureau surveys is that they %ply

to mImy  more siudents, being based on all full-time ‘students en-

zolled. Also, interpretation of Gensus data is facilitated by ‘the pro-

vision of income in comparable, constant dollars. Regrettably, the

Census Burcau’s publishing time lag is con’;}dﬁmble, and its most

.Tecent income categbdries are not comphrable*_@_@‘those of earlier time

Ce ;‘reriods._~ : / ) ') ‘ S

_Enrollments by Family Income: Access to. College e
The Census data in Table 5 show tHat enrollment rates for ‘most

*'. income categories hive declined over the ‘past nine years, with peak *_
rates having been reached in 1969, and 2 major ‘upturn having ac- + .
“curred in 197512 (Figure 2 shows the ‘temporal relationship of the
“rate changes to increases in costs and in student aid.) The largest’ ~
enrollment rate” decrease {from 394, to 84.1 percent or 5.3 percent)
has occurred in the $10,000-t0-515,Q00-income bracket.’® This rep-'

. Lo LR

¢

idatéd by .the Census Bureau. The. ex- -~
is that personal income ‘estimates ert ~

11 The ACE “income data have been v
perience of the Burcau with its own da
" on the conservative side.

12 1975 appears to be a deviantAcase;', enroligents. unexpectedly- surged 10 per-
cent, compared-so 'a projected increase of aboyt 3 percent. In 1976, enrollments..
were essentially unchanged, which suggests digt larger social condltions, eg., high.
unemployment among youth, may have accgfnted for the unexpetted reversal in-

. enrollment rates .in 1975, - i R ‘ B

J8 Larry Suter (1976) of the Census Hircau appears to “hdve shown that the
Bureau's enrollment rates of the 1 0s were abnormally high and that they
arg, now: returning to their normal, historic levels. H argues that the (Bureau)
rites were high around 1970: -(a) because young men attended college. to .avoid
‘the draft, and (b) because the Bureau's data exclude military personnel, ‘who L
tegd to come from groups havig low jpropensities for higher cducation. If Suter’s

- observations are accurate, the larger rate decline amgng middle-ihcorfe students ,
since 1969-70 would be explainednijy larger than average midd?ncomc ‘represen-’

,
i

tation among.student draft avoiders .and smaller -representatior) among military
+  personnel. This appears plausible until it is observed that hfkh-income groups, -
* for whom this effect should be even more pronounced, have not experienced
eveh comparable enrollment declines. !
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- Table 5. Primary Fam:lze.s uith Dependent Members 18 to 2‘4 Years 0l Enrolled Full Time in College by
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resents a perce age declme in middleincome enrollments of almost .

1Y percent, and an" 185 percent decline from ‘1969 to 1974.:In the

lowest income bracket - (under $5,000), enrollments rose by, 3.3 per: .
o cent duringuthe hine years; and for those earning less than $10 009
- enrollments declined by just 0.4 percent. Over $15,000, aates"de- :~
" creased;- but the form of avan]able data does “riot allow’ adequate "

dtsaggregatlon : o

- ATthough’ theése. racé changes favor the lowmcome group,. as Table
5 shows, most rece'nf enrollment rates continue to vary dlrectly with

income. In"1975, only about 1 in 6 of the lowest-i income. fam:hes with -

dependents 18 ‘ta 24 years old had at Jeast one offsprmg in full-ttmé .

college attendance, whereas the comparative figures wete: abaue 1 in

3 for $10,000-t0-$15,000-income fanMies, and 1 in 2 for famllles earn-.
ing $15,000 or more. It is tmportant to note, however, that ' there is -

no “overenrollment” among groups
$15,000.. Only above $15,000 are atten
rate. for. all families' considere :

further the dhaant) betweeéy,.enrollm
htghestxncome groups is even gfeater {f the percentage of these fami-
lies. 'who ha\e .more than one depeftént in college is considered.
Whereas' 1.5 pe‘rcent of the lowest-income families hive more than
one dependem in'-full-time college attendance, 3.0 “percent of the

rmng.between 10,000 and

T

collective

$10,000-to-S15, 0001ncomé ‘families and 14.3 percent of the over 523,'

000-income families have more than one such dependent.
On the other hand, if the enro]lment base is adjusted

of the groups. When high school dropouts are’ eh,mmated from 1
enrollment base, the higher dropout rates for low-income groups re-
sult in statistically Righer participation rates for them. A,Jesser but

similar effect for hngher ificome groups is noted if those youth who -

~+ have already completed college are eliminated from’ the calcul&uon

base. These effects are noted’ for one year (1972) in the lqwer partion

of Table 5, which is based on family members rather ‘than “families
with dependent members.” The adjustments reduce the enrollment "~
disparities c3nsrderably nevertheless, again, only the highest-income ~

group shows overrepresentation while three groups, including the
two lowestincome categories, are essentially even at about a 25 per-
cent enrollment rate. The' $5,000-t0-$7, 5001ncome group shows the
lowest rate after the adjustment. (21 3 percent) ‘while the $10,000-t6-
$15,000 group is approxlmatﬂy at the total group average.

Although the Census data, are the most easily interpreted, passing

reference should be made to the ACE freshmen data because another

’ : L ' . L
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: ;.perspective of recent enrollment trends is gained. When each income

' group’s share of freshmen enrollments is considered over time, it is

:-'observed that the lower two ‘fuartiles - have ‘increased, their "shares °

4 frpér’k@dly, hile' the upper two quartiles have 'decreaéed their, shares
(s,eéi-']‘!iétjre%g ‘in the Appendix). Nevértheless, again the” lowest.,’

’
A

i

VIR T L . . \
Intome ‘group, -is' seen’ to be. un,c‘_ig.r‘rqpresent,_t:‘dv...to.,.a major degree. _
2 stingly, "¢hé second and ‘third: quartiles; which contain’ the'- .

cincgine- grgup, 2

#

re neither overrepresented Ror underrepre-
The ultimate question, however, is wHat portion of rhes,e'4cnrq%5’- ,
ment changes are refated to rising costs and growing student- 1
appropriations? In an effort to quantify the relationships among the '
variables, a correlation and- regression analysis was performed. .
_The xz.ero-ord_er relationships among. the'variable%gre noteworthy
(see Appendix, Table A-4). These simple relationships between chang-
ing enroliment rates and changing .student aid, and changing enroll-
.ment rates and changing costs per student are quite strong and are
~ negative for all three income groups (from -.69 to -90).They are .
sirongest‘ for the middle-income group; being -90 for ‘both enroll- .
.ment rates and aid,v,a‘(.n_d enrollment rates and costs. That is, over
. the past-nine years;; the: decline in enrollment rates - for the middle-
income group has Beervi‘, very strongly aséociate.d with the increases in .

aid and costs. (Midddelincome students receive ilittle aid.) The gther

. ) . b
.two groups appear to have been affected adve,&s_eiy, too, by the com-
bination of %&tg@i{_ions, but less so than the middle-income
group. . ) . =oh A v},‘ ' , . ; .». ‘ . | .
“+ The multiple ~regression -analysis shows . that aid and costs, whenr
e Lo 4l . 1

coupled for‘ control purposes with changing’ unemployment rates,

“explains from 63 to 84 percent of the total variation in‘enrollment
rates for the three income groups (Table A-5). Holding aid; éonstant,

for ‘th_e,,.'low-jncome group, s $100 cost-increaselt is associated with
"a 0.66 percent enrollment. fate decline; for the middle: and high-

income groups, the comparable rate decreases ‘are 0.74 and 0.8 per-

cent, respectively.!s “The low-income group demonstrates less sen.
sitivity to”higher costs, Pprobably.hecause of the aid they receive: But,
As seen. abov‘c;,';in,-,rgibsg qas,es' the?a'ic;‘ dppears-insufficient to offset the
‘higher costs: for the low-income group, a $100 aid increase is asso-
‘cig\téd with a .18 percent erlrollmént rate decrease. This compares

1 - 14 Per student for a(l hiugén;s.- . . . _ N

16 Since the low-income ;ia;ti{:ipaﬁbn rate is lower, a 0.66 percent rate declii)e‘
.. i8 a Targer percentage -decline ‘than are the rate declines for the middle--and high-
., income groups. .- i . e . :

. »
S8 . .
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favoréblyf’ﬁb&vevef, with a respective .49 and .46 pgrcént decrease
for the middle- and high-income groups, who are less eligible for aid.
In sum, during the past decade, access for low-income youth has .- '
_ improved @t least in-a relative sense: the rate for the lowest-income
group, (<$5,000) has increased and the rate for the <$10,000 group .
has declined slightly. However, this occurred at a time when hight
and especially middle-income ratés were d’roppin.g sharply. The  re-
siilt Is that low-income youth have ’_r_lcreased their share qf higher
“education. ‘enrollments, although they continue to be uriderrepre-
. sented in - postsecondary institutions in -relation to higher, incdmg .
_groups. Participation rates for middle-income students are approxi-,
mately at average levels and have been declining sharply. '

Enrollment Trends by Family, Income: ,College Choice.
_ The : convehtional easures of college choice, the second major
o goal of need-based stident .aid programs, are attendance at generally
« higher-priced and- more_selective four-year, as opposed to two-year
institutions, and privaté,'as opposed to public, institutions.'s " The
view is. that low-incox_qe.ys[.udem“s should not be relegated to attend-
4nce atdess costly and'less prestigious institutions. - L '
- fmprovement in college choice can be. assessed for these studentsy.’ -
by examining their timesseries enrollment patterns by sector and
level. A more -difect approach is to examine the attendance patterns
of aid recipients. . : ) * b
» Attendance Rates by Sector and Level—When converted to con-
-, °  stant dollars, the ACE -Freshman time-series data provide a basis for-
- ~idgi'ng chinge in college chaice, by income levels. Concerning level
’ W enrollment, it appears that college choice has not been well-served
.for low- and middle-income freshmen during the past decadé. The
_last. column of Table 6 shows that the median family fincome of all -
freshmen 'has varied little since” 1966, while the median income for,
. university. freshmen has increased by over’ $2,300 (from*$16,9%47 to
, © $19,366), and that-of two-year college freshmefi has decreased by
’ about $1,100. Thése ddta suggest that the changing cost picture has
acted to increase income barriers to attendance at higher-level insti-
tutions.!” Two-year college students are becoming slightly “ poorer,
- and university students are bgcoming richer. e

- 16 Miny students, of course. will "choose™ to attend: two-yéar and public institu-
tions. This analysis herein is lim"ted to the veritional measures of college
choice. . . ) .
- 17 Thil. assumes, of course, .that” lower-income students desire to attend higher-
P level institutions. - T . S
. -
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Table 6. Freshinan Envollments by Family Incomes, by Median

.~ Income, and by Level: '1966-1975 (Percentage Distributions, 1975

- Constant Dollars)

) L ' """ Median Income -
. Y . . Less than $10,000- Over  in Constant
Level . .. 'Total $10,000 $15,000 $15,000 Dollars
1966 S T A S '$15,678
e Two-Year © 7 100.] 234 293 473 , 14514
s Fayr-Year 100.0 210 26.5 - 525 © 15,550
University - 100.0 T 15.4 25.6 - 59.0 16,977
1967 ‘ ' : $15,892
;Two-Year 100.0 25.1 312 43.7 13,914 -
" Four-Year. 1000 19.4 . 256 55.0 16,157
University 1000 " 135 - .- 230 | 635 . ' 17806
1968 . . ' 815619
¢ " Two-Year 100.0 263 .30.1 436 13,812
Four-Year 100.1 215 254 ° 53.1 15,656
University 100.0 15.0 22.7 - 624 17,370
1969 ' e ' $15527
Two-Year 1001 . 262 '29.2 1446 14046 . -~
Four-Year . o~ -100.0 ."«& 208 255 - 542 15,694 S
University %+ - 1000:° . 147 2274 , 6219 . 17,500
19707 : L : ‘ $16,003
- Two-Year 100.0 - 289 26.7 44.4 14,069
" Four-Year ,100.0 - 189 . 24.1 - 571 16,407 *
) Ul'!iycrsity © 999 120 . 19.9 . 68.3 ‘ 18,965
e-;:y‘\ %‘1,".]97] ) (‘) <. ) .", _‘16,020
- et Two-Yedr= " 999 245 :28.6 46.9 - 14,476
Four-Year, 99.9 195 23.6 569 ' 16,548
) University . 100.0 128 218 65.3 18,219
. o "7]g2 . ’ ' . o L7 ',.- A S ‘1,6.182
. Two-Yéar . 100.1 288 26.3  , 449 14,086
Four-Year 100.0 19.8 © 222 58.0 16,772
Univs:rsily 100.0 12.2 ~20.1 67.7 19,14_1 .
1973. _ 816730
. Two-Year 100.2 25.1 26.0 48.9 14,780
Four-Year 999 176 . 21.1 613, 17,396
University 100.0 10.3 18.3 714 20,259
1974 | $15599 -
Two-Year 1000 26.0 . 291 44.9 14,105
- . Four-Year 1000 - 20.9' . 244" - 54.7° 16,101
, ‘ﬂ- * University - 100.0 14.0 '281 62.9 18,122y
. e, . , B - .
i 1975 - - $15,389
. Two-Year 99.9 293 . 28.8 419 13,375
Four-Year 99.9 222 | - 245 533 15,704
~ University ~ 999 12.8 21.0 66.2° 19,336
- Source: Ai Annual Freshman' Surveys. .

[ 13

i‘lq/lQQﬁ,’ low-income si_i_ndents (<$10,000) constituted 28.4 percent
of two-year collegé enrollinents; in, 1975, they constituted 29.3 per-

cent. Although little shift.was noted at the level of four-year institu-
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'shf::z had dropped from 15.4 percent to 12.8 percent (Recall from
A Flgure A-2 that the low-income share of total enrollments had risen.)
The general pattern for mlddle income persons shows comparable_

N declines. The $10,000-to0-315, 000-income group, has demonstrated ‘a
modest overall énrollment dedme, a ‘mbdest two-year enroliment de--
cline, a little larger dechne in ‘four-year enrollments,’ and a stlll
larger’ declineat the university level. ' C o

Upper-income mdlvldpals, on the other hand, were "better off”
v in 1975 than in 1966. They composéd a larger portion of umversnty
B ", and, a smaller portion of two-year enrcliments than they had in 1966.
~Little change was noted at -the four-year level. s

When the collegmte sector IS consndered ho»\ever, the college =

choice trends Tor low-income youth are more encouraging (see Table

. 7). First; ‘while overall medlan family incomes "have. varied only
. )

Table 7. Freshman Enrollments by Family 1ncome~ by Median

~ '+ Income, and by, Sector 1968«19 5 (Percentage Dzslnbutwns, 1975 . .
‘ "«Gonstant Dollars) . C . C T
\ Median
- - o Income in
Less than $10,000 to Over Co
Year. . Total  $10,000  $15000  $15000 . Dollars. }
' - [ . N
1968 T, ' . $15,619
Public ' 100.0 22.1 26.8 51.1 15,188
- Private - 100.0 155 - 212 633 18,168 -
- .. 1969 . e o $15,527
i Public 100.0 230 - 27.1 49.9 15,000
Private 100.0 16.5 220 61.5 18,044
1970 - (Not Available)
1971 ‘ $16,020
Public 100.0 25.2 24.7 50.1 15,028
: Private 100.0 18.8 20.5 . 60.7 18,197
- 1972 » . ‘ : $16,182
Public 100.1. 25.1 22.8 52.2 15,573
Private 99.9 19.0 18.8 62.1 18,786 -
1973 o 816,730
Public 100.0 258. 21, , 52.6 15623
Private 100.0 20.1 17.7 T 62.2 18,849 -
.o 1974 v . ! - $15,599
4 ' Public 100.0 1.1 220 50.3 15,087
’ Private 100.0 22.0 17.9 60.1 lS",OOO‘
) 197 - , $15,389
* o Public 100.0 27.6 22,7 _'49.7 .. 14918 .
: Private ~ 1009 o220 - 181 . 59.9 17,585
- P [ .
' *Does not include two-ycir »enr'ollmcr,\'t; v '
Source: ACE Apnual Freshman Surxéy‘s:_.H\
' * Note: Totals may not add to 100 due to rounding. ~ .
. ;
- . .
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In sum, it appears that college choice, as measured by changes in
enrollments by level, has been reduced for low- and middle-income .
individuals during the past decadg, especially.in universitiés. Con-
sidering enrollment changes by sector, improvement 'has been’ noted
for_the low- though not for the middle-income group. In absolute
S Y ! o :
Table 8. Freshman Envollmeut Shgres by Institutional® Level and
Sector and by Farily Income: Fall 1975 (percentage) - '
- Sector and Less than . :
Level $10,000 $10-15,000  Over $i5,000 All
" Public - ' R T
' Two-Year 28.8 9.1 42.1 100.0
. Four-Year 229 25.8 51.3 100.0
University + 185 224 64.1 100.0 ¢
Private .
" Two-Year 35.2 259 / 39.1 - 1002
- Four-Yeart - 21.1 233 . . 55.6 1000
University 10.2 15.8 74.2 + 1002
Overall “. - - ‘
Two-Ygar . 29.3 288 419 '+ 100.0
. Four-Year .. i 222 - 245 53.3 100.0
" - University 12.8 | 210 . 662 100.0
All 27. - 254 51.9° - 1000
. ] ' L / i
tEsfimated. . ' o . .
Source: The American Freshman: National Normis for FSII 1975, ACE.
«Note: Togals. may not .add to 100 due to rounding. ' ’ .
18 Recent "cen® data-for all students, ‘freshmen through senijors, confirm this
pattern (see “Table A-6). ’ .
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' "to be particularly uriderrepresent
private; middle-income students are similarly underrepresented, albeit
g . . S oo

~
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slightly in constant"dollars since 1968, in the private sector median

incomes have declined by almost $600 (see the last column). Further,
the low-income share of private college enrollments has increased
from 155 to 22.0 percent. The middle-income share, however, has
" declined on this measure of college \ghoice as well as,the first measure
4~dropping from 21.2 to 18.] percent in the eight yéars. The high-
private college-enYollments ‘also declined during
A "a.“l,' . ! .

Table 8 combines both .measures of colﬂ;ége choice and shows -the
current, .comparative enrollments.) Low-income students are shown
in universities, both public and

by smaller margins. v ’
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terms, in 1975 the low-income share. of private enr'ollmen‘tyg”was'-@.l»_d
most equal. to the low-income share of all enrollments. '

Attendance Patterns of Aid Recipjents—A more direct way of
assessing the collegq*cboig'e issue and 'the effects of aid is to examine
the enﬁllment;patle‘rns‘ of wid recipients by sector and level. Tables
9 and A-7 through A-9 xgport on the findings of several major studies R
that considered thesc pattcrns,4Tl\ese\_mblcs, reveal that student aid
recipients tend to be overrepresented among student bodies of pri-
vate and other than two-year institutions, when compared to ap-
propriate norm groups. Y o .

Table 9 from the National Longitudinal Study (NLS) shows that . .7°
1972-78 recipients of aid from any source werc somewhat less likely
(23.1 percent) than were all full-time students (27.7 percent) to at--
tend public two-year colleges and Were ‘s_c‘ime}‘vhat more likely' (26.8
percent versus 21.7 percent)-to atténd private four-year institutions.

The recipients also reccived larger subsidies if they attended the
higher-priced institutions. When only students recciving federal aid
are considered. the sector and leve enrollment disparities with the \
norm group (total full-time stucdlents) are cven greater. Moreover,
federal recipients attending higher priced institutions also received
the largest fubsidies. Becayse federdl student aid fs the most heavily
need-based, the importance of nced-based programs in the promotion,
of college choice is suggested. © -
he findings in Table A;7, from a Stanford Research Institute

.

* Table 9. Distribution of 197273 Full-Time Freshman Students,
., Studént Financial Aid. Recipients, and Average Amount of Student
Aid in Dollars . . ’ ' :
Distribution (percentage) - Average Aid Amounts '
R ) e . -
., - - Total . ‘ -
, T , [Full-Time . From *." From .
Institutional Type St‘uden'ts Any Source Federal Any Source Federy]
Public Four-Year - 433 427 41.6 960 o921
Public Two-Year <21 231 | 17.2 - 636 ... 7133
_ Private Four-Year 21.7 26.8 387 , L703, - 1,400
. Private Two-Year 2.3 b2 ‘ 2.2 1,007 876
. Vocational ., . 1.7 e 0.7° 6712 654
Other/Proprietary 33 39 45 - 1,664 - 1639° . . °
1000 ., 1000 100.0 -
Source: Base Year and First Follow.up Surveys of the National Longilud_ihal Study'
* for the High School Class of 1972 (NCES 1975).
' . f b ) ; - : : {
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(SRI) study, are generally consistent with NLS data. In all five tabled -

* categories, a larger share of federal student aid appropriations was
disbursed in the private sector than was represented by the private .
share of overall enroliments, although the patterns held in only three
of five dases when‘cops\idered by enrollment level. The understand-.
able, though striking, d\'SParity by enrollment level was in the case
of the distribution of BEOGs" between private two-year and four-
year -institutions: BEOGS, were available only to freshmen in the

" achdemic year considered. o .
Finally, state data from \the College Student Grant Study (Leslie

and Fife, 1974) follow.a sjm\lar pattcrn, For example, in five ‘of the

six state student aid programs, recipiciits were more likely than

/-norm-group students ‘(state fikst-time, full-time degree credit enroll-

. ments) to attend private instithtions, and generally by wide margins
- (e.g., 41.7 percent versus 11.4 percent in California) (Table A-8). By
levet, the recipient attendance patterns were in the.cxpected direc-
tion in 15 of 18 cases; i.e., recipients were more likely to attend uni-
“versitics and four- or ﬁ\'elycar colleges and were less likely to attend
. two-year colleges than were the norm group students (Table A.9).
- Again, the magnitude of the differences generallytwas considerable.

a .
+

The Cost-Ax'd;Ean_zily-hi"come\‘(R:eIagio:nships A -

Thus fir, overall enrollment patterns of the past decade have been .
examined by family income, and the ehrollment -patterns of aid re-
cipients have been ‘noted. Rc&zession ‘results have ‘suggested what
impact aid and higher’ costs ‘miy lave hag on:enrollments by in-

“come level. However, diréct connections between the award of aid 4~
and the enrollment patterns of the v rioug incomc?(oups cannot

> -be made until the distribution of-aid and costs by indome level are
ascertained. This is the next step in the analysis.

t Costs—The most efficient’ way to consider this issue is to com®. . #
bine v imetically the college costs of stwdents frofh 'the varfous
income lévels. with the amount of aid they receive. Subtracting the
amount of aid from total costs yields the student’s “net costs.” Stated
another way.-net ¢ost is the sum the student must provide through’

his own means altet all subsidi}s have been expended.

“Table 10 derives student "ncs,L costs overaliland for three.incomé
levels. Total <“grants” plus [amily contyjbutiéns comprise the *‘sub-
sidies” to the student, ‘who must make up the difference by work,
borrowing, drawing upon savings, or other financing. It is seen that
the portion the student must “make up*—~i.e., the student’s net cost,

—is greatest for the middie-income group and is least for studgnts
, . S ; 3
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from high-income families.’s.On the average, mxddle income students
must provide for themselves or find other sources for about 41.6 per-
cent of their college expenses, compared to $2.2 percent for the low-
income_group and 29.6 -percent for the hxg,h -income group Part time

Table 10. Percentage of Total Cbllege‘ Costs Paid from I{anous
Sources, by Income Level :

’ * 4

< - : 5 .
A - ) Middle High
: Low ($8,000- ($20,000 or All -
Source " (< $8,000) 19,999) more) Students
BEOG - - h 27.0- 7.3 15 8.3
SEOG . . 8.2 o 0.2 1.1
State Scholarship - 5.9 .47 14 3.7
l.ocal, Private Scholarship 4.0 . A5 26 3.8
Student’s /GI Benefits 1.9 1. .04 - 09
Parents’ /GI Benefits. ) 10 . 0.6 - 0.3 0.5
SS Deffendents’ Benefits . 5.4 1 -1.8 - 0.7 1.9
Total Grants ¥ 484 2.0 7 302 -
Parents or Family . - . o' 186 . 368 629 431
' Spouse S 07 . 04 0.3 04
Total Famlly ‘Assistance w, g 193 372 . 632 435
Total Grarits and Famﬂp T - s *
Assistance . 67.7 ' 582 70.3 63.7
- . . N
- College Work Study 4.3 23 0.6 2.0
- Federal Guaranteed Student Loén 26 36 - 18 2.8
National Direct- Student Loan * - 830 "\ 26" 0.7 2.0
* Other Loan ) . o 13 . 20 1.3 « 16
' FulMtime Work - : 2.0 -2.5 - 1.8 2.2
." Part-time Work R 100~ - 155 12.2 185
‘ Savings 7.0 - 112 9.4 99
Other Financing ' . 20 -1.9 1.8 19
Student Net Cost |, . . 822 416 r 29.6 . 359
h ] , .
b‘and Total . Towme s %9 . 996

Nite Totats do not equal,100.0 pcrcem due tof rolundmg

" Solirce: Unpublished analyses conducted by the Higher Education Reséarch In-
stitute .based on.data from the ndgonal survéy of- freshmen entering college in
1975 as reported in Astin,. A. W, King, M. R.; and Richgrdson, G. T. The

& Aniecrican Freshman. Los Angeles: Laboratory for Research in Higher Educa-

tion, University Q Czilifarnia,‘ Los ‘Angeles, 1975. , «

19 Howevcr. average total. costs”appear to. vary directly with income. A knowl-
edge of the collegiate-enrollment mix and a careful study of Table A-10 suggests
+ that yenith from hxgh income families spesd more for cdlegc, followed at some
‘distance by middle-income " yotithy followed closelys by low-income youth. Pre-

= .+ . suming that higher expendltuves are by choice—the choice is to select a lower-
priced coHege—the apparent mequny to the middle- ‘mcome g'roup is, altercd 8
slxgh!ly . Coe ~-“:-
; BN - .
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: @Qrk; ‘personal savings, and, to é'ﬁe'sser extent, loans make up the

differences for middle-income students.

Direct Effects of Student Aid—-Altflougl;fthesé findings by no means
proyg that rising costs and the selective awarding of stufent aid °

have a direct bearing on enrollment rates” and enrollment rate

changes by income level, scattered reparts based upon limited sam- -

ples of both stidents ﬁ.and nonstudents suggest this t6 be the case, -

For example; in reporting on four attitudinal studies of recipients
of various student aid- programs, Carlson’ (1975) observed that the
attendance decision of many recipients would have been altered if

*aid had not been awarded. In each study, the portion of aid re-

cipienits whose decision was changed from -nonattendance to attend-

ance was inversely related to family income. It should be noted that . -

award amounts also vary inversely with family income. Generally, a
clear majority of low-income youth stated that the aid program had

- made the:difference in their ability to attend college; in middle-

<0

““:income categorigs’;{;z.h"ta'-eﬂkact was somewhat leé;‘ in high-in’_come cate-
- gories, the effect”wis quite small. “These findings suggest that the . .
" relatively positive changes in higher education parti pation rates
-reported abové for low-income youth may be, in consg

erable part,
a function of the student aid awarded. '

Although data for:college nonattenders .are h:ss remily avz:l:il\'z'ible,‘b '
* the pattern of findings is supportive of the evidence reported earlier

in this section: money problems or related difficulties in attending

followed by middl‘e"-jncome, nonattenders, although: the absolute num-
bers are largest for the middle-income’ group.2® For examplé, in a

study of 1,000 New York and Pennsylvania high school students who

were within one'month of graduation, Leslie, Johnson, 2nd Carlson

'(1976) found that although planned attendance rates for the fow- and
and middle-income students were almost equal/in absolute numbers, -

six times as many of the planned nonattenders in the. latter group

"than in.the former listed money constraintd, Similarly, the National

. solute .numbers ¢

Longitudinal Study reported that although lpw-socioeconomic—s;atus
npnattenders wer‘ the most. likely. to list money problems; the. ab‘»

middle-class students listing these problems. were
the highest of any group. This pattern held for all categories of

.,planned college rionattenders {e.g. work, military, homemaking) ex-

cept one, and in this'category the numbers were approximately equal
(NCES, National Longitudinal Study of the High School Class of

7. college are cited. by a larger percentage of low-income nonattenders.

~ 20°The middle-income caftgory contains more persons than the lower. or upper.’

income groups hecause income assunfts a-quasi-normal distribution.
. ) - %
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udent Questzonnazre and Test Results by Academzc Ab:luy,
enomic Status and Region, 1976).
4

¢ .. ’ Ty
This section has presented some relatipnships between rising col-
lege costs’)and student aid, and changing enrollment rates {access)
. and’ attendance patterns (choice) according to family income. (No
_ figures on retention and completton rates by income were avallable)
.. -+ It hay'been seen that during ‘the past decade, enrollment rates: have’ .
declined for most income groups, though for the low-tnco‘ég cate-
C e gory little change has been noted. Nevertheless, enrollment rates-
~~ for this group, remain markedly lower than for others. It has been
seen |also that college choice -for the low- and high-income groups
has been reduced on ‘one’ measure and "has been’- tncreased on a
‘second meagure; on both measures, choice for the middle-income
. group has ban'reduced Further, it has been 'seen'that the “net
cost” of college attendance is. the hxghest for middle-income students
and that direct connections between student aid and varying enroll-
- ment rates by income group can be inferred from the ses reports .,
of did recipients. N ' :

-

o
>

O
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Changing Enroliments o
by Race and Sex S

: _ P"érhép;sta;,much_ or more than' equity ‘by ‘fantily income, con§'§;;
“erations’ of racial ‘equity were the driving forces behind.the stude A
 aid programs of the late 1960s and early 1970s. Income and race
are, of course, highly correlated, but the societal disadvantages of
minority race are considered in ma'ny quarters to be-greater than
the disadvantage of low income2t If social equity is 'to be achieved
for members of minority races, one of the key ingredients will be
" equal higher education opportunities. ' : L
« i:." Concern for another higher education minority—women—also
drew public attention in the garly 1970s. It was noted that women-
attended postse condary, instigflions in disproportionately small num-
'cbth'e éffects of long-standing cultural biases wére to

bers and that i
. be overcome, higher. -educa ion,opportuni'ties for women would have

to be expanded. ‘Although it is suspected that social forces larger
than student aid programs y have accelerated enrollment growth

for women during the past decade, these patterns and  their rela-

tions to aid are worthy of study liere, and attention s drawn. spe-
- Cifically to woméil)ih the latter part of this section. - I
. Enrollment Trends by Racial and Ethnic Groups T

" Access—The annual ACE surveys for 1966 through 1975 show

--subsgdntial ¢hanges in the racial and ethnic composition of thé .en- .

‘; ?égfreshman class (see "Table 11)..In 1966, 90.7 percent of the
eshman class was. Caucasian; in 1975, the figure was 86.5 percent.

- This means that in ten years the minority share of enrollments grew
from just over 9/fercpnt to 135 percent, which is roughly the .
minority portion rcent) of 18-to-2l-year olds iri the popula- ~ ¢

. tion. SN L "i h ‘ :

Given the cons}ider'ably higher high school dropout rate among,

. minorities, (freshman) ‘enrollmend"parity between whites and non-
- whités appears essentially to have been achieved., This can be-seen -
- most clearly in Figure 3, where college attendanc® rates for high

K s_ché’oltgraduates. in October of the year of graduftion’ have ,been + -

- Plotted and the data fitted te curves mathematicdlly. As noted - in -
_Figure 3, the racial participation . rates appear to _.have merged- in - -

21 Because racial ‘minori!ies are rhore-_ likely than the majority to be poor, the

'form_er tend to qualify more easily -for student aid.
G . . N e _ . 29 ~
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8 Table 1L Compomion ojFrcshman Enrollments by Race 1966 I975(percentages T
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~~a~ 1975 (see Table, A-11 for specific data and source).22 This pattern of ’
~  findings for mihority. freshmen. was ‘gxtended to. all full-time enroll: -

* ments by an Office of Civil Rights (OCR) survey released in. Novem-
. ber of 1976. The survey reported that, minority enrollments.were
18.1 percent of full-time enrollments in 1974, while thes minority’
proportion of the total 18-to-24-yegr-old population was 13.8 percent ..
(The Chronicle of Higher Education, November 8, 1976, p. 7). The«
OCR survey, which sampled $000 campuses, reported across-the-
board increases for all minority groups in institutions of both sec- )
tors and at all levels. In 32 states, the percentage of minority group
students enrolled in college in 1974 was greater than the pereentage
of minority group members in state populations.. |

Although both of these réports arg encouraging for minority stu-
dents considered as a whole, parity in access has not been achieved
for the largest minority g‘roup—blacks——éccording to the ACE.
Whereas 9.0 percent of the 1975 freshman class Mentified themselves
as Negro/black/Afro-American (Table 1), ‘0 percent of all 18
to-2l-year-old Americans were black. A Tecent Census Bureau Re.
port (Table A-12) reveals a comparable.».disparity for all black stu-
dems. In 1975, about .944,000 or ncady 10 percent of all students.
were blaakf in compan, percent of the 18-to-24-year-old
- population. * - '

- - Neve,rthel'ess,_rrmrked'ii'mpr ment in "acc%”blacks has been
- notedy in recent years. The ACE figure of 9.0-percit for black fresh-
"+ men in 1975 was 5.0 pércent in 1966. Considgring all black students,
since 1970, black enroMments increased 8 percent compared
“to 30.9 percent for all students (Table A£2). o
Another interesting and encouraging 4

data has been developed by. ‘Engin H . .
~strogw\(léﬁﬁ-) argues convincingly fhat social status is perhaps .the ",

,most sti¥fle bengfit of a college ¢ ucation, and that social mobility
‘can be assessed most sensitively/ by mparing college, enrollment/ °
ratqsr‘,mn_‘(m ;;.ﬁrst-gep‘;;: ation ' colle udents. Holmstro »has.shovy_
" that a’ mucf larget proportion of black students in four-yeak-colleges -
-and universitics arc first.generation students than is -for.«non- -
blacks,-and that the pattern holds in-both the’ public and- the pri-
vate sectors (see Table A-14): Holmstrom “concludes, - I

-

.-

Thus, in a short period, higher education institutions provided the mezns .
o s ) )
~ 22Data shgwing these patterns have been questioned by some minarity ,spokes.

men. It is possible that the data are in ervor, although the source of ‘that error .
would have to be consistent because all major. surveys report similar findings. -

0 .
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_ uonal chel and Sector: 1966 and 1975 (percent)
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Table 12. (‘ompmmon of Preshman Enrollments by Race, Instxtu-

‘

—

Al AN AL AN

. - VN * Institu- = 2-yemr 4:year = Univer-
Racial Background - - tions  Colleges Coue.e. , sitles
196 . o S
Caucgsian - 90.7 80.1 ,‘-', 888 - . 950
Negro 5.0 41 o110 1.6
American Indian - 06 R 1 0.5
Oriental . 07 . 09 07 -
Other o 80 . 50 2.2
1975 S e oo ,
Whlte/Caucalhn b 86.5 - 848 - 85.3 9.7
, Black/Negro/Alro- Amencan . 90 ‘88 . 1.9 54
“American Indian . . 09 . 10 08’ .. . 06.-
. Ofiental : Y 19 08 g
Mexican- Amenan/Chiﬂho 1.7 3.1 08 C0T .
Puerto Rican-American . 0.7 0.7 0.9 03
. Othet + 3 19 26 15 1.8
Source: ACE Annual 'l-'reshman Surveys. Lt

social mohillty to over 2 quarter-million uudentl—mnny of
m at the qu,of college entry, "clisadwamaged" in status, (p. 10)

On tﬁ%ﬁ\er handa complenon and retention rates are less en-

‘couraging (Table’ RS l5) A Census Bureau study of the .1971 ‘fresh.
man class shows that the white proportion of the entering freshmen

>

.

class enrolled as seniors in+1974 was 57.2 percent compared to 40.9°

percent for blacks; that js, 42.8 percent of the whites and 59.1 per-
cent of the blacks had either dropped out, “stopped out,” or made
less than “regular” progress. An ACE analysis of the 1970 cldss re-

. vealed a similar pattern when completion, and retention .rates were

considered four years later (Table A-16).
Refcmng to Table A4 in the Appamdix, the correlatlom among

< freshman enrollments by race and ald and race and costs:are seen to
. . be faitly high.. The white ‘share of freshman’ “enrollments is nega-
 tively-correlated -with student aid. (-.58) and with costs (~43), while
= ”,mc.e corrélation valuesrdre bqth pomwe for nonwhites, This means

that while aid and -COBts hqva fgone, up, the white share of freshman
enrollments: hias’ gom: down and .the; nohwhite’ share has gOne up,

- The regresslon analysls (T able Q .18) "'shows that” the increases -in o
~aid and in costs,, plus changes. m mcdlan farhily income and unem.
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Table 12. (Continued) . B S .. -
. 1 o ‘- . ,:f._ v P 3 -
LA ' CaT
© - 4iyear Colleges : Universities -
Private = . : ‘ :
Public Nonsect. Prot. Cath. .  Public Private
" . - ¥
880 - 932 855 847 919 . 94.2 1 95.1' 94.7
5.0 05 - 101 . 12.9 6.0- 1.1 / 15 2.1
10 0.7 07 - 02 01 03 0.6 0.8,
1.0 : OB 0.6 05 09 .06 10
49 16 ., 15 <36 2.3 1.9
84.8 . ‘ . 85.6-  87.1 894 91.7 917"
7.9 16.1 132 112 1Ll 64 5.6 46 -
1.0 - 0.9 08 - 09 Lro07 06 0.6
.20 0.4 0.7 16 06° 03 -, - 17 1.9
53 05 - 06" .08 06 *-28 05 L5
07 .08 - 1.2 0.4 02: 09 ;- 02 . 06
27 ‘1.9 ram 21 1.2 L9-4,~ LI - 20

plOyinent rates by racial g'roupi‘ng, expllain about 80 percent of the

total variance in the racial enrollment proportion changes of the
- past decade. For freshian nonwhites, a $100- per-student- increase in
aid®® is associated with a 2.5.percent increase in the nonwhite share
,~of total enroliments. Hofdmg aid cormstant, a $100 cost increase is
associated with a 2.5.percent decrease: in the nonwhite share of
total enrollments For whites, a’ $190 increase in aid is assocnated
. with a 2.3 percent share decrease; and holding aid constant, a $100
'lncrease in’ costs is associated with a 2.5 percent enrollment share
increase. In other words, if there had been no increases in student
aid, the analysrs suggests that increasing costs would have been ac-

"

companied, by an mcreasnng white share of  total freshman enroll-

ments. :
College Choice—In regard ta college chmce——enrollment shares

. in private and in higher level tm}mmons-——the data are generally

favorable o mmorlty group members. On. the basis of the 1975 ACE
freshman norms,’ it is.seen,: for pxqmple, that nrollment shares for
“freshman blacks in four-yedr .colleges and [in' thkee of five categories
of erate‘ institutions are greﬁtr th}n the. black proportion (9.0

“

n Per ltudent for all ltudenu

e
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» By Table b} Charactmmcs of All Students (Unduplwated Count)® Rccewmg Aid Under O[/xcc ol Educatwn

Ass:slahcc Programs, by Thpe and Contral o[ Insitution, 197415 (percent)

l‘ﬂ i ! Pl , '\: , L
| “'f"‘/l; Mllc ln'stimtlom"l s P{Ivm»lnnlwﬁom
-~ Total AL Univer. - ‘ A " Unie o
,. Chmctensﬁcs Reclplcnts Totd  TwoYear Four- ity P oY foeYar  dy
t Tl IS LM S T 0 S o uw
v EthmcGroup | o - ‘ , | | o
My N6 BS B4 B0 W My ® u
Nonwinority 654 67, M6 .. 620 5 B M B B
Tow 1000 1000 1000 .. 1000 1000 IQ0.0' ' .100.\ o l00.0‘_" - 00
Femdle . 610 4 53,2 85 LI TR 500 0 e
Male. 080 4 5 LTSV B} 500 501 - o
. Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 10p- 100 1000 100 lﬁo ! X
{

'Excludes (,uarante:d Student Loan Program.
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“Table 15. Summary of Enrollment in All Institutions of Higher Edu
cation, by Sex, Degree-credit Status, and Insututxonal Type: United

. States, Fall 1964-1975 '(Residenls and Exge_ns:on Opening Fall En

-

rollment, in Thousands)

b . r

, Total-
degroe- . ' S
- credit and Sex ’ Total
non-degree- . 4 non-degree-
Year credit ‘ ' % % T credit
(Fal)) corollment Men Women Men Women enroflment Men
1964 5,280 3249 2,081 615 385, 330 216
1965 5,921 3630 2291 61.% 387 395 255
1966 6,390 3,856 2534 603 397 462 279,
1967° o 82 - 4,183 2778 598 402 . 505 311
1968 9818 4478 805 506 404 585 ;359
. 1969 . 8005 4746 . 3,158 . 593 407 g1 s
1970 ° __ 8,51 5044 3537 588 412 66l 407
- 1971 ) 8949 . 5207 3,742 582 - 41.8 - 833 - 490
1972 ‘ 9,213 5239 3976 56.9 48.1 950 588
1973 . 9602 - 5371 4,281 559  44.1 1,082 599
1974 © 10224 5622 4601 . 55.0. 450 1.200 654 ,

C 19757 CoL 1240 - 6172 5,068 549 45.1

v

*The breakdown between degree:- crcdu and non-degree-credit enrollmem in 1966
and 1967 is estimated, -

Notc; -Data are for 80 states and the Distyict of Columbia for all. years. Because
of rounding, details.may not add to totals. Final revised figures for fall 1978
opening. fa“ enrallment in institutions of higher- cducation are slightly ditfers
Lnt from thmu ulmwn on the table.

.percem) of all freshman enrollments (see Table 12).2¢ The univer-

sity enrollment rate for bhck freshmen, however, is below the black

. proportion overall (5.4 percem versus 9.0 percent). : :

Significant .and pOsmve changes -in_ this racial distribution are
evident from a -comparison of the 1966 and 1975 ACE norms (Table
12). Black enrollment shares have grown disproportionately in both
public and private universities, in private two-year colleges, and in
two of three categories of private four-year colleges. In the single
exception, private nonsectarian colleges the black, share already had
been high in 1966.

The Cost-Aid-Race Relaaanshxps——Ahhough the relationship of
student aid to college uccess and. choice can only. be inferred from

24 The 1976 OCR survey reported a 1974 private institution miagrity eproll.
ment rate,of 129 percent, which Is comldcrably higher tham “overall private

* minority’ enrollment rates froth the 1975 'ACE Freshman Survey. S

36,



Table 15. (Continped)

Yy

»
Sex
"% %
omen Men Wpmen
14 65.5 34.5
139 64.6 35.4 :
183 604 306 ..
1 194 ‘618> 384
226 614 386
‘194 02.8 372 .
" 254 61.6 . 38.4
348 588 42
. 412 566 434
.+ 484, 554" 446
54.5 455

547

Total

Sex

{
degree- a
credit % % /
" enrollment Men Women Men Women %

4,950 3,088 .1917 - 618 387 ‘

, 5526 3876 2,152 61.1 389 :
5,928 3577 2331 . 608 %97
6,406 8,822 2584 597 403
6,928 4119 2809 595 405
7484 4419 3065 59.1 409
7,920 4,637 3,284 586 4l4 T
8,116 4,717 3,399 58.1 419 ~.

- 8,265 4701 3564 569 . 43.1 ‘
8520 4772 8747 560 » 44.0
9028 - 4,969 4,055 55.1 449

55.0¢ . 45.0%.

Sbur‘ccs: Enrollmént data and estimates are based on U.S, Dcpartmcut of Health, .
Education, and Welfare, National Center for Education Statistics, publication:

(1) Opening (Fall) Enrollment in Hig
1968,- 1971 through' 1975, (2) Fall'E

her Education, -annually, 1964 through
nrollment in Higher Education, Supple.

o, metKary Information, 1969 and 1970, and (8) data from Resident and Extension
. Enrflment in Institutions of Higher Education, fall 1966 (unpublished). »
-~

tEstimaed.
Y

these findings, other available evidence is consistent with the rela-
tionships implicitly suggested. Table 13 shows«that in all institu.
. tional levels and sectors, the proportion of Office of Education aid
recipients who are minority students is much higher than the pro-

portion of these individuals in the institutional student bodies as
1 ’ . . . .
a ‘whole. For example, as noted earlier, minority students compose

less than 14 percent of college student bodies but account for 33.6

" percent of Office of Education aid awards.
-Table 14 provides®a broadey-breakdown, both by racial subgroup

L3

.and by source of student funds. Again it is>seen that the minority
groups receive Bxger extra-family subsidies than do whites: the total
. Grants line shows, for example, that black freshmen receive 46.3

~percent ‘of their- {otal cogts in ‘the form ,ofz;;‘tudept’g’rams"com;iérfd?’

%
5

to' 16.9 percent o whites. However, whit& (and Orientals) receive,
much- larger subsidies from parents than do the other identifiable
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Table 16, Composition/of irst- sze, Full sze Enrollments, by Sex,

. Leyel, and Sector 196k to 1975

o3

K

P

\ "
1967 1968 1970

1973 1974 1975

“All 543 457

1966 1971 1972
N . ' R . »
Men 543 556 _ 566 548 44 = 539 528 522 532
. Women —~_457 44 434 452 56 461 472 478 468’
1966 1975 -

. , M F M . F
Two-Year. Public * 60.5 397 565 ' 485
TwoYear Private 582 501 409 . 418 557 452 s M3
Foar-Year Public ., 489 511 493 507

_ Four-Year Private’ = ' ‘ : o
. (Nonsectarian) . 556  44.4 53.3 467
FouryYear Private 495, 505 496 . 504
(Photestant) 439 561 491 509 .
Fouf-Year Private . . : . Cox
+ (Catholic) ; 367 633 438 562
Public Universities 569 481 ' 526 474

Private Universities 582 625 375 418 540 590 40 460

. 532 468

Source: ACE Annuil Freshman Surveys.

.

Table 17. Enrollments in All Institutions of ngher Educatwn, by
Sex, Sector, and Level Fall 1975

Sex Public Percent  All

_ Percent Private Percent

Men 4,808,767 544 - 1,363,372 567  6,172074 549
Women 4,035,355 456 1,032,753 43,3 5,068,108 4
2,396,125 100.0 11,240,187 100.0

Total - ~. 6,844,062 100.0

Two- Per- Four- Per- Univer- Per- Per-
Year . cent Year cent sity cent All cent

Men - 2109228 544 2104315 534 1958536 517 6172079 549
Women 1768313 456 1835672 466 1463928 423 -5068,108 - 451

AlF, 3 3877741 1000 3939987 1000 3422459 100,0 11,240,187 1000

Source: NCES Annual Survey.
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¢ Tacial or ethhic groups.\_For “example, blacks *‘eceiv_e-only 24.6 per-
- _cent of their net costs from théir parents com{vared to 46.0 percent.

4

" for whites. ~ R - ‘ , .

The end result .is thay whites generally exp’k‘erience a higher net
feollege cost than do minority mempers, although an exception is
noted in the case of American Indfans. The average net cost to all -
students is 35.8 percent of average total costs, American Indians
-(87.8 percent).followed by whites (36.7 percent) experience the high-
&st net costs; and l}lack} (28.7 percent), Puerto Ricans 30.4 percent),

Orientals (31.3 percent)} and Mexican-American:_ (33.4 percent) ex-
~ perience the lowest nef costs, rés'pectivtgy.-The‘tota!‘College costs
incurred by ‘these groups vary considerably, and | part of the differ-
ences in net costs can be traced to the incurring (ﬂf higher total costs

by certain of these groupy (ACE 1975). ~ . L : o

' SummaryTThe status of racial mingrities ini-‘American higher
education has improved markedly during the-past decade, and parity

~ with whites has been achieved on mést. measukgs. {Racial equity has
~been- advanced and, on' balance, may already .bei'an accomplished

< fact. Yet, disparities remain, since pletion” and retention rates
among black college students are lower than for the white majority.
Finally, it.would appear that the progress made'ma\iy be due in part

to student aid programs that result in the lower net costs of college

" attendance experienced by most 'minority'groups‘; Unfortunately,
data are not available regabding the importance i‘ninc‘)rity, aid re-

. ¢ipients attach to aid in affecting their college attendance decisions. .’
. R ¥ . a
i

nrollment Trends by Sex b
cess—Like low-income and ' minority persons, women are in-

asing their share of college enrollments; nevertheléss, they remain
underrepresented - in the college-going population (seé Table 15). In -
964, women accounted for 38.5 percent of total enrollments, a value
that had increased to45.1 percent by 1978. Although ithis was major
progress for women, equity had not yet been achieved. In 1975,
- women "had’ composed 49.6 percent of the 18-to-24-year-old popula-
tion. The same' pattern- holds for freshmen women: | they “have in-

" creased their share of freshmen enf‘ollments_, but have not achieved
parity with men (Table 16). . - : = BT

Although ‘it would appear that the enrollment "status of womien -

. in higher edueation" is  improving, some discouraging! signs for the
future are evident. From the Holmstrom Study (Table A-17), it is
seen that 58.6 percent of all male freshmen enrolled in four-year
institutions were first-generation students, compared to lonly 49.9 per-

T
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‘cent for womgn, the dlscrepancy being greatest m private institu-
tions. In other words, a smaller portion of the female than of -the
male enrollments represented a break with famlly and cultural

traditions. A larger portion of*men than women were the first of
their families to 3ttend these collegiate institutions. Further, con-

_ sidering retention fates, 49.6 percent“pf the women in the 1971 fresh-

man class were enrolled as seniors An 1974 as compared with 60.9

percent of the men (Table A- 15) Also, in institutions at all levels,....
more mén than women appear to complete their. educauon within

four years-(Table A-16). - ’

By once again viewing Table A-4 in the Appendlx, the correla-
tions between the male and female shares of total enrollments and -

student aid and ;costs can be noted. It is scen: \hat the values for™ -

-males are —.98; for females, +.98. In othgr words, the decline in the
1

male share and the increase in the femal& share of total enrollments
are very strongly associated with increases |n aid and costs.:

The regression analysis by sex (Table A 18) shows that changes in

aid and costs, plus changes in family income and unemployment
rates, explaln almost all ‘of the variation in the male and female
enrollment shares. For males, a $100 increase in" aid is associated

with a .82 percent decrease in the enrollment share, compared to a'

.87 percent increase for females. Similarly, holding aid canstant,
$100 cost increase is associated with a .17 percent share decrease for
males and a .18 percent share increaseé for fernales. In other words,
the growth in aid programs appears to be associated with an increase
in the female share of enrollments and a decrease in- ‘the male share.
But unlike the patterns for low-income youth and minorities, even
if aid had not been increased, women apparently would have coped
with the rising costs of attendance and increased their share of en-
rollments: This supports the earlier suggestion that social forces in
addition to student ‘aid ‘art operatmg to affect changes in the col-
legiate enrollments of women. ' - v, ’
College Choice—Women also have ‘been improving their “lot” in
regard to college choice. Although freshman women clearly are un-
derrepresented in private’ umversmes they are almost on a par with

,men in universities QVerall and” they arc overrepresented in four-
" year colleges, particulprly in private four-year colleges (refer to Table

16).25 Further, over time, the representation of freshman women
in private and higher-level institutions has improved noticeably. Com-
paring ffe ACE freshman norms for 1966-and 1975 reveals a general

25 Based on the female share of ail enrollments.

AV



levelmg Fol example the female portion of two-year enrollments
has risgn, but so has the female share of umversny enroliments, both

. in public and in private mstiét‘lons ‘
When _current total enrollments are.considered, it«is seen that
. women @resently do not fare as well as men in terms of attendance
% gt higher-level “and private institutions (see Table 17). Whereas
' women make up 45.1 percent of all enrollments, they compose only
‘433 percem of the student bodies of private msutuuons and 42.3

Table 18. Percentage o/ Total College Costs Patd by Various Sources,

b Sex 0 dent: 1975 . .
by of R A ‘
- 7 ) )
Source ' - JMen © Women . AllStudents -
.. BEOG = . o8 87 .. . 82 .-
*  SEOG. N 1.0 1.1 1.1
State Sc.holanhlp ) 34 - . 38 36
1, Private Scholarship 33 i 39 3.6
tudents’ GI Benefits ‘ 18 0.2 1.0
. Parents’ GI Benefits. , © 06 05 - . 05
SS Dependents’ Benems - 1.8 o2l E 1.9
Total Grants - 19.7 20._3 19.9
Parents or Family EN . 40.6 47:2 T 487
Spouse : . e 03 . .07 - 05
Total Famlly Assmance / - 409 T9NN 44.2
"Total Grants and Family Assistance = 606 68.2. 64.1 -
" College Work Study , . 18 Co22 20 -
Federal Guaranteed Student Loan | D X 25 . 2.7
_National Direct Student Lcan 1.7 * 2.2 . 19
Other Loan . 15 N 1.7 : 1.6 -
Full-time Work~ ' -t 3.0 1.3 ,2.2
Part-time Work 15.2 . 114 134 7
Savings = . - 104 9.2 ‘9.9
Other Financing . 25 S
Student Net Cost - 94 s28 7 se1
: . . . : S
Grand Total " 1000 100.5 100.2

*c

" Note: Totals dp not all equal 100.0 percent due to rﬁndmg

Source: Unpublished analyses conducted by the ngher Bducatlon Research In:
stitute based on data from the: national survey of freshmen entering college in
1975, as reported by Astin, A. W.; King, M. R.; and Richardson, G. T. The
Awmerican Freshman. Los Angeles: Laboratory l'or Research in nghh;REduca

: tlon, Umvermy of California, Los.Angeles, 1975. .
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percent of the enrollments of universities. Theymowever, slight- e
ly overrepresented in. four-year colleges. -~ . -
«  The Cost-Aid-Sex Relationships—The relationship of - student aid
to the improving conditions of college choice for women was gug
gested in Table 18. Although women composed only about' 450
percént of overall enrollments in 1974, they redeived 51.0 percent”
of Office of Education student aid awards. Further, in all six insti-
tutional categones women recéived a larger share of awards than
suggested by their numbers inthese instititions. On these bases,
student aid may have played a role in expandmg access and choxce
“for wonteri in higher eﬂucatxon ' ‘
Thus, it 1\ not surpyising ‘that, on the average, women expenence' "t
- - a lower nkt cyllege cost (31.8 percent) than' men (394 percent) (see
“Table 18). Mdst of this dxfference is accounted for by larger par- &
ental contrifutions, although in all scholarship and. grant- categorles :
~ women also receive a somewhgt larger percentage contribution than
men. Men make up (Ne. différénce chiefly by more work. Part of the
dxscrepancy in net cofts, however, is accounted for by males opting
~ for higher-priced institutions (see Table A-10). If men incurred the
" same total costs as wokien, the net cost gap would be reduced.’ \

Data regarding the Sigect rgid played by student aid in altering
enrollments by sex is severely limited. The only _major ‘study that
examined this question—the College’ Student Grant Study—f
-that state student aid was more instrumental to the enrollment de:
cisionis of women than of men in four of five state programs studied .
(Fife and Leslie 1976). In these four state-aid programs, the margin
was; of the order of 10 percent; approximately 10 percent more -
women than men stated that they would not have attended conege\\
without_the aid. : =

Summary—ngher education opportunmes for women have begn
improved considerably .in recent years -although parity with men
has not yet been achieved. The female share of postsecondary en-
rollments has grown, as has the female share of enrollments/[‘n pri-

.vate and in higher-level institutions. The gap between the female
and male shares of ghrollments generafly has decreased but/has not
closed. Also, female Ntentjon and completion rates are lower than
thofe for males, The\present lower net college a}(ts foy women
could be expectdd in/the future to further ,close /the male-female
enrollment gap.
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‘Summary and Discussion, - S

‘The major purpose of this report q’as been to assess  the effects
of rising &llege costs aiid increasing student aid appropfiations on
collegiate “access, choice, and retention and compleuon Attention

" has been drawn to three groups of students which typically have been :
. underrepresented in higher education—those from low-income fami-

lies, racial minorities, and women.
This report has apalyzed the pattern of enrollmem changes over

- time in relation to price and student.aid increases. Also examined,

has been evidence regarding who -réceives aid and the imfportance
of this aid in ‘the formulation of college enrollment: decisions. From
these analyses inferences have been drawn regarding . the effects of
recent changes in higher education ﬁnancmg pohcy upon the three -

.,.pnmary groups stuuled

} N . . ‘
Summary of Overall Enrollments and Enrollment Conditions
In the second section, the magnitude .of overall-enrollment, cost,”

" and student aid increases were~noted over ‘time. It was gbserved
* that the absolute growth in higher education enrollments generally.
has  been smooth" even though "the rate of growth has declmed m

recent years. ‘Further, when the most broad-based data -source was -
considered, ‘it was evident that the propensny for higher edycation
—i.e, the higher education® participation rate—has declined sub.

- stantially, too, although the overall ‘rate decline m /y have been

partially a statistical artifact and a function of higher than normal
male enrollment ratés during the Vietnam War.

Another part of the exploration for these declines, however.vmay
be found in. the increasing costs of college attendance. The total
costs of college have risen sharply during the past decade; even more’

arply than incyeases in the rate of inflation;-and it i€ now a well-

Stablished . “principle that as hngh education_ prices nse, enroll-
meht demand declines.2s ' &

Also, it was noted in this secony section’that appropriations for

~student aid have grown substanpally durmg the past “decade: In
Aﬁscal 1976, total public student -

id-"appropriations for higher edu-
ed, averaged over $1,000 per- full-

e
hin ge ralizauon. Among them is the as-

cation, both need- and nonneed-b

- 26 There are several qualifiers:.g
sumption -ma¢\‘lr- ¢lse -remains
T pl RSN
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.-cent of .t ent total average costs of collegiate

." ;

+, net, cost: data for ‘the three income groups—Ilow, middle, and
- .regard to access, line A.2 of Table 19 shows that higher educauon

time studelt qxrolled Thxsﬁigure ‘represents approRy

ttendance 1{;5
-a major change in the patterré 6f Ameérican higher/€ducation’ s finan-

g‘%l:story R VA ;
Sufnmary of t\he Changmg Enrollment Mix ‘ L T

The major evidenice central to the purpose of this report was
found .in how " various ‘groups, disaggregated by income,. race, angd.
sex, have been farmg during the time period under ‘study.
evidence was exammed in the second .and third section.of [hlS“re ort

participation rates have not been .improved in any broad income
category, although it is. apparem that “the lowmcomé group, fol-

lowed by the high- income - -group, haye coped better with changihg

conditions than the middleénicome group: Indeed, the low-i
share of enroliments has grown durmg the past decade
‘In spite of (relatively) improving access for low-income youth, on

absolute grounds they have nat yet achieved enrollment parity with,

those .of greater Means. The most recent participation rate for low-

" “income youth_is markedly below..the normative (nverage) rate and

RN

* drastically below the high. chmeyarncnpauon r&e_ (Line A. 1).- Fur-

thér," the deviation’ from %he high-income enrollment rate is not re-,
duced when adjustments. in the populagion base are made to account
for those who. have. dropped out of high schooland these who have

* -already graduated from college (Line A.3). Access for middle-i -inépme

-Quring the period under study, )
‘Part C of Tgb}é 19 shows that students from hnghfincome ‘familieg,

students is approxnmately at the norm value on both mjeasures. ¢

Concerning improvement. in college choice, the results are mixed
for the low: and high-i income”groyps and are negauve for the middle-
ncomme group (Lmes B.l ‘and B2 of Table 19). The low-incomg
3hare of yniversi ty- Jevel enrolln®nts has declined and, the low-income °
share of privateséctor enrollments has increased, while the’ vpposite
has been true for high income students. The middle-income shares,

of both hlgher level and prlvate college- eproliments haye declinggh,
. )

pay the lowest ‘pprtion cﬁlhexr total costs, followed fairly .closely b
low-income stud nts, le middle-i -incomg. . .youth, pay -the highest
proportion of their tota] -costs. From-hese data, total cost data m
Table A-10, apd  proportional enroiltat distribution data, it:
estimated -that’ middle-income studeﬁt%st earir or otherwise m

. s 1 . .
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Table 19. Summary of Access, Chmce, and Net Cost by Income Mosl
- Recent Data and Change Over Txme (in Percentages)

.. 4

: ) . N . ’ . ” . \ "'
o : : ‘Income? . - Norm
e < o ) or *.
*  Category S Low . Middle High Standard
A. Access (Participation Rates) . - e ’
1. Most recent (19%5) datal 226 34.1 51.1 B AU
2. 1967.75 rate changel - - 4 -58% - 37 - 8.15
8. Adjusted’ (1972) data2 <288 o 31.9 - 55.7 3414
4. Ajd recipients3 84 /200 . 72 204
. ¢Pertent of total stu ) e : ' N
~4 ' costs paid by studen 1id) ) . . . _ v K
T, B. Choices (Partigj Rates . _r’ e ‘
&3 1. Most recent 974) ta (%) ¢ - {Q .
© 7 . "a. Private enfoliments - 17.8 © 204 5 22.74
b. Four-y nrollments 63.5 n4 790 T 7364
2. 1968-75 freshmen. enrollments S C e '
rate change . N T T '
"a. Private _— s . ' 68 ~8IT . =93 0
-+, " _b. Four-year - 1.2 -20 : B8 0
¢. University = o 26 46 12 0o .
et _Costs3 (Perccntage of . : o %/ ' .
‘ ’rotaf Conts) . s22 - 4l6 (/! $5.9¢
Nt . .
N w
1 Census, anarv Families, dcpendentqnembcrs enrolled full-time. o

2 Adjusted for number of high school nongraduatcs and for collcge graduatu.
.~ 3 ACE 1975 Freshman Survéy. o

AAverage for all families. " ° i

5 Average for .three income groups:.

o
~. 6Note: Among gy aid recipients, 26.8 percent attended private “four-year inmtu
: tions: among federal aid, recipients; 33.7 percent attended privjte four-year
institutjons; only 21.7 percem ofeall frpnhmen attended ( , 1972 Fresh.
men). = . ans

g

47 For dlstribuuon of income: cat ry sce chapter three.

up about 16 percent more in dollars than you'ih' of hi

lies and about 36 percent: moré than youth of low~mco
*~ § - . )

Race—-Summary data by race are presented in Table 20. Vlewmg

the trend data, n is evndent that mlnomy groéips have made major
Y

families. 2

‘1A ived at by ukmg intp dccount the va ng higher ediication coau of the
three income groups and' the enrollment distributiop.ef tpcu: groups by sector
and level. The 16 and 36 percent flgures are petcenulgts not net cost nu:t.

. . .4
~ .
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¢.' University R o 83 S ,3’( 185
oL 19651975 frishmen enrolments shar chan&e §r R
1 Dine Lot Wt | 321 Lo
bFour)caru S L *35 ST . 0
¢ University | s, AT | R W | '0“
 C. Retention and Completion e K| ER ‘ e
.. L Percent of 197] freshmen who are 1974 Semonz , ‘ (409) () cqulty
-+ Regeived degree or il enpolld four )eam laterﬁ ¢ e B8 oyt - equity
D. Net Cost (9, of to(al cosu) '

" '4 1966-1975 petcent total enroflmcms Tate ¢ nxt.'8

| " “0 30 Summary of Acess, Chozcc, Retmxomd Co
¥ Changcs\Over szc (pmm:agcs) |

mﬂletwn, %”d Nef Cost ) Racmw ﬂm;u Dqta
s rw e  !

rJ !

C“M‘ , $: ' “ . ,""t : 'IA. ]
l'ﬁm myhl; (l974 perceht of toa} ehrolllentl
' 2 Mot reccht(l9'l4) pereent of tota enrollmw |
IS0 pecent change i .

5. Adjusted (1975) freshmen entollment r.\gwf «‘
0. 1%2:1375 adjufted rate change in 5 .

1, Ail 1 lpncnu (1974)8 (% of all ald udpieﬁu)
B. Choices \

l Most rcccnt (1975) pcrccnt of fmhmen enrollhcau

4,

A s w s

't Estimated. L

closely by 1974 ACE Freshninn Norms, |
2 Census Bureau. .

$ACE norms: Change in portion of freshman cnrollmcnls non:
white and white,

4 Potion o high school graduates in college the yr of grad-
¢ uation,

4
.

'
- ’ . ,

" SACE I975 widy.
IOffice of Civil Rights Suryey of 300 mmtuuon& Vahdalcd

6 ACE lrﬂh i Sq(vey

- Percent-of all lod veir oldy who gpe mmontm

8 Pescen of ) 189§ yar olds who are bla&

9 White rate,

10 ACE nom, Pﬂcmt Who an nimonty
1 Average fy 1 uudenu |

\ ! i

‘i‘n

1]



N . . ’,
P e .

‘-'na ’ v s

e progress in regard & college access. This is true of the “mmomy"

catégory, overall, as well as for blacks (Lines A.4 and 6, and A.3,
Tespectively). Parny in college access almost has been. achieved for
racial mingrity’ groups taken as a whole  (Lines AL and¢\5) al
‘though. blacks probably qontmue to be underrepresented in higher
educauon student bodies. in " comparison to their numbers in the
184024 -year-old pdpulauon (Lme A2).

h J Regarding college choice, it would appear that parity has been
)

R

W -

ughlye;ned -whert_all racial minority groups are combined

+ (Lines B he propomon of such minority group members who
_were enrolled as freshmen in 1975 at four-year colleges slightly ex-
“"ceeded 11 proportion of minority group students enrolled overall,

: -w,vhll he mucwiry representation in private institutions was onl§
shic v t the total miinority enrollment rate. Only in uni-
ver i o anority members clearly underreprcxentcd Increases

-since i e seen in B.2 of Table 20.

- The_most discouraging data in regard to race relate to“retention

/

@2

and compleuon rafes for blacks (Pagt C); the rates for blacks are '

markedly lower than {or whites. Although opportunities to enroll in

college. apparently are nearmg Bal‘l[)' b) race, black (lropout rates

continue to be hlgh
A good deal of the.

R

for the gains that havc been noted for
minorities may be duc to ue} stydent aid programs of the 1960s and
»1970s. Net college' ¢osts are generally. higher for whites than for
mlnorxt) .students, Cspecrally for blacks. The high number of aid
recipients who are black is evident in Table 13. :
Sex—Table 21 contains summary - data by sex.. Although women,

still c0mpose a smaller percentage of hrgher education enrollments,
than men' (Line A.1), considerable gains ‘in access have been made’

during the past decade (Line A.2). Considering college choice, only
in universities have gains for woimen been noted during the past
, decade. However,  in the case of four- -year colleges, wonien already
were in a dominant position a decade ago; and the very modest
decline noted in Linc B.2b is probably in part due fo thé opening
of previously single-sex and heavily female- dominated colleges to
males, especially private, four-year colleges with religious affiliations
~ (see Table 16). Nevertheless, equ}l choic€é has not been achreved for
women (Part B.1), nor are ‘réte on and completion rates'equal to
- those of men (Part C), .7 i
K Perhaps the progress in Lollege access that has been noted for

+

-« women' is related to their lower net costs of attendance (Part D)."Al-

though women are in thésminority in higher education, they appear

kN

#

¢
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Table 21. Summary of Access, Chotce, Retennon and Completton
‘and Net Cost by Sex: Most Recent- Data and Cha’nges over Time (m

: Croup
.o . Norm or
“Female Male Standard

. Most 'retent. (1975) pcrcent S o .
- of‘!ozal enrollments - 451 54.9 - 49.66

9.7 1964-1975 ratg, change . ¥ 66, ~ 6. |
3. Ald sﬁpxmt (|974)l‘ 51.0 . 490 - 45.15
ll‘Cholce;,'v:.' sl ..\e .
.. Most recelﬂ(3975) pcrcent = . Iy
of tRal enrollmemsz B " . .
8. Private’ T S 433 - 567 4515
b. Four-Yej T T 4656 53.4 45.1
¢. University. : 423 - - 577 45.1
= 2. 1966-1975 enrollmemiatc changes ' i <
: a. Private - - I5f + 15¢ 0 -
.~: b Four-Year . . c - + .1 0
‘¢ University,.@ . . + 32 - 32 0 N
C Retention and completion . . | - £
*1. Percent. of 1971 freshmen et L é T
whao, are 1974 seniorsi ° 496 609 equl“
2. Received degree or. still enrolleds. < 524 55.2 equity ©
D. Net Costs (Percentage of Total Costs) - 318 39.4 5.8 ..
= L
tEstimated. -' .

1 ACE 1975 Study. - ,
ZNCES. The 1975 ACE norms show more positive data for women; sce Table 29n

'S

8 ACE Freshman Surveys. = -

" - 4Census Bureau.

. (Table 13).

5 Female share of enrollments R
' . \
Gl’ortlon of 8 to 24 year solds who are female. ) S f
L _ .

to receive a slight majority of at least one major form of 'student did

Concluszons "" .

Without question,* “major progress has been made during the past

'_decade in advancmg higher-education opportunities for the poor, for

48 Co el



e

: mmorltles and for women. College access and. choice, in particular,
have been furthered; and although parity has been achieved or near-
ly so in only one of the three cases, the opportumty gap has been
narrowed in the other two.

N

SRR

‘While part of this progress probabl) Would hnve occurred -inde-
pendent of new finaricing policies, in all likelihood a good deal. of .
the credit is due to the need-based student aid programs of the past
»decade Reoent social, economic, and cultural changes in society
have- ra‘tsed expectations among many members of these groups; ‘and
it is sdspected that some progress in higher education opportunities
would have been noted. during the past 10 years even without pub-
lic intervention. However, it is-the -view of many that only nominal
higher ‘education enrollment gams’ would have been- noted for these
groups if specific’ goyernment financing policies had not been de-
.veloped. In.other:wdkds,. catisal relatxonsh:ps between aid and en-
- rollments are belleve4§e exist. This view is supported not only on
' ',7|mpress|on|st|c grounds but by the pattern of findings, of this re-,
port as well. T
- 1f these causal relatlonshlps are as= A, then it may be concluded
s " that, need-based student 'aid progr. ave’ been successtul in ‘ex-
panding, or at least limiting declines, 11 higher education access and
“choice for low-income persons, minorities, and females. ‘These pro-
. grams have done so by targeting-aid on these three groups to the
point that their net costs generally are lower than for other groups
especially the middle-income group. '

This raises the issue about which much has been said and written
in the 1970s—the so-called “plight of the middle class.” The argu-
ment is that middle-incom youth are caught between rising tuitions,
which result from the div of institutional aid funds to student
aid, and parental ipability or\unwillingness to meet the " higher
costs.28 It also is asserted that low-income youth qualify readily for
student aid, while the parents of hlgh income youth have the means -
to meet the higher- costs.

The findings of this report probably will provide ammunition for:
both the proponents- and the detractors of the “middle-income argu-
. ment.” For example, proponents can cite -the declining college par-

28 Assuming a-stability in. funds for hlgher education, it is generally recogmzed
that tuitions will have to ‘be raised to incrcase student aid appropriations. See,
for cxample, The Committec for* Economic Development, The Management and ’
Financing of Colleges, 1973;.;and The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education,
Higher Education: Who Pays? Who Benefits? Who Should Pay? 1968. '

‘ID . . 3
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ticipation’ r'a»tes .among youth of middle-income families, and argue
thag the once- hlgher enrollment rates demonstrate a desire to attend
college by hundreds of thousands of middle-income nonattenders.
They canvalsg: pomt to middle-income enrollment declines m more
costly, higher level and pnvate institutions. Finally,-they" ‘cdn cite
the student, cost data showing that middle.income -youth are forced
to. make up a larger portion of their total college costs than youth

" of either low- or high-income families.

The detractors of the middle-income argument will find ample
evidepce in support of their position too. Perhaps the most con.
vincing will be the findings that the low-income group continues. to
experience markedly lower _postsecondary participation rates than
either the middle- or hlgh income groups. Further, although relat:ve '
progress has been shown in this regard for the low-income “group,
in absolute terms, a rate decline actually has beed observed in -re-’
cent years. Findings regarding college choice also show that panty
has not been achieved for low-income youth '

College costs and student aid, of course, are not the qu'problem
Citizens deprived of, various* opportunities in . their persongl. histories
o not arrive, at college admnssnon offices equal in all respects. Somc
are poorly motivated due”to environmental conditions, mcludmg
lack of pareptal encouragement; others have extraordin ixy family
responsibilities; and, perhaps most importantly, some require more
study time than others, thus obviating the raising of addmonal funds
through part-time work, v :

Another factor to be considered in this discussion is the concept

of “expected family contribution.” Clearly, a considerable portion
of the higher net cost of middle-income students results from par-

- ental unwillingness to contribute as much as fede™ and State needs

analyses’ determine that they should.? This is an important publi¢ -
policy issue: Should the public compensate for the unwillingness of
families to. assume the -responsibility for educating their offspring?
On the other hand, should students be penalized for _parental parsi-
mony? .

A Need for Additional Public Policy—The present ongoing debate
tends to pit lowerincome persons against middle-income persons be- -
cause the presumption; ,w that mdney for one group will be taken

N

29 For a discussion of, this issue, see Iarr\ L. Leslie and Gary P.-Johnson,
“Equity and the Middle Class," 1974 pp. 134-136. It has been argued that this
apparent unwillingness is really inability, resulting from the necessity to maintain
an estab¥{shed standard of living.

-
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from the other.%° The data indicate a decline in parucxpauon in high-
er education of the middle-income group over the last decade, while
the lower-income participation rate has increased shghtly The lower-
income group has yet to achieve parity, even takinginto account the
.middle-income group's declining parncnpanon rate:~The question is
whether the middle-income group-will be. subJect to restrictive finan.
cial aid policiess unless or untik: the que.;mcome group achieves

parity. The concept of parity is Based’ on’ the assumption that there,

are no nonfinancial reasons that mlght prevent low-income groups

+ from participating in higher education. However, if the low-income

group’s nonfinancial reasons arc compelling, that parity would be
difficult to achieve regardless of thet amount of financial aid available

to them3! Additional funding aimed at assisting the middle-income.: -

group is not only feasible but is practicable, and would reduce great-
ly the present destructive pitting of class against class

By way of background to ‘this proposal for addinonal fuv‘g,
attention is drawn first to some principles of taxation. Raising col-
lege prices especially tuition. results in reduced hxghqr education

. opportunitiéy for middle-income persons. If tuition is ‘viewed as a

user tax,? it can’bc scen that the ralsmg of tuitions affects those of
lesser me'ms most se'\'erel) All income g;oups pay. essenually the
same tuition amount, 56 that the varying “tax” rates are badly re-
gressive. Tunion lS not.even as progressive as the uniform sales tax
—often” used*a% ‘in illustration of regressjve taxauon——because re-
gardless of income, individuals essentially must all pay the same
tuition for approximately four years. Thus, the effective tax raté for
tuition s much higher for lower-income groups than for the higher-

*income groups. For cxample, an annual $1,000 tuition charge rep-’

resents a 10 percent tax rate for a” $10,000 income family, and a 1
percent rate for a $100,000 income family.

30 Again, the limMations of the data in lhlS report are/acknow\ged Furlher

disaggregation of income categories is needed. Indecd, from shreds of available

evidence, it is suspected that most of the existing inequities by inecome occur ‘in
relatively narrow bands of the income distribution. For example. the very lowest
income group (< $3.000 to < $5,000) has a better participation rate than other
lowsincome groups: Also, although some current definitions of the middle-income
group range up to $30,000 annually. most. of the present dxfhculue,s of this group,
appear té be experienc d,in the $10, 000 to $15,000 income range. or pc;h.a,m/up
to $20,000 annually. % ’

31 As summanzcd Jin Fxfes At)pl\mg the Goals o/ Sludcnl Fmancml A:d (1975) :

chapter 3.

- 82 See Gary J. Johnson and Larry L. Le“é 'lncreasmg Pubhc Tuition in High-
er Education: An Alternative Approach to the Equity Issue,”” The Educational
Admmulralmn Quarferl), 1976, pp. 27-42. 4 . .
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. Tuition affects. middle-income persons most severely because, while
low earncrs can avoid some of this user tax by qualifying for need-
based student aid, middle-income families can cscabe much less of
the tax or nonc-at all. Hi%cr‘.enrncrs cannot cscape the tax either.
but the amount they pay ripresents a relatively small sum in rela- ..
tion to fargily earnings. The -end result is that as higher education
prices have risen, many middle-income students—unqualified for aid
and having limited resources—have’ either opted,out of the higher
education market or found ways to reduce their total costs; e.g,
attended lower-priced institutions, thereby rcducing.fheir college .
“choice.”™. o - T :

... {The obvious, simple solution to this appafr’én; -ii)(:q_llit')';; would'be to

improve on the progressive nature of .the ‘présent general ‘tax struc-
ture and, rather than continue to increase prices in higher educa-
tion, to reduce or at least stabilize tuition prices while maintaining
aid programs for low-income students. The political feasibility of
this solution, however, is believed to be slight, partially because low
tuitions aid the wealthy, too. Further, not only is tax reform a most
difficult .matter politically. but tuition reduction or stabilization
could "be accomplished only through substantially higher uppropfia-

* ‘tions for institutional aid—believed to be a mpst unlikely occurrence
‘at present. '

‘A more feasible approach would be to extend current eligibility -
for need-based student .aid programs 10’ middledncome students, as
r_ecently was accomplishcd' intt_hﬁ' case of chcr:i‘{ Guar:;'n.tcecl St,lldeng
Logns. As additional funds arc appropriated for student aid pro-
grams, limited benefits should be made available to more students
from the lower end of the middle-income distributiofi. Although all
student aid programs should be broadened in this manner, the most
politically viable vehicle for initial extension of eligibility is College
Work Study (CWS). Working ong’s way through college is a time-
tested and time-honored American tradition, and political support
for extending CWS eligibility is considerable. ' :

Tax credits arc another option for providing financial relief from
accelerating higher education costs.3* Tax credit bills have now
passed th® Senate on several occasions; and, in 1976, for the first
time for .either political ‘pagty. \the administration removed its op-
position to a tax credit bill. If. the Fnost-recent tax credit measufe
were adapted to allow paynient to. Elgbse without tax liability, it

. 38 For a detailed discussion of various tax allowange options, see Larry L

Leslie, “Higher Education Tax Allowances: An Analysis,” The Journal of Higher
Education, 1976, pp. 497-521. . :
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could become a \ehncle for\improving lugher education access for
low- and middle-income students.3 The recent and encouraging gains— -~
gmde by low-income, minority. and fémale" students “would thus be
=_broadened and the mxddlc—mcame’ graup; \\ou}d be partmlly buﬂ'ered
,l:{om the effects of higher: pncc.«s. 3; F
“Final Comment—A respon rble govemmen{ should be engaged
constantly in “the ing of pali¢y pbjectives ‘md in ‘the assessment
of outcomes. Hx’(é&cducmomﬁnamm" poilcy i, "no exception. Yet,
observers of recent higher. ediicatior ﬁnancmg pohcxes have noted
that, little has been done iy elther’ regard “Whereas it is true that
- some evaluation cfforts:are - nQLw i, progrcss no formal standards on
‘whi¢h to judge the results’ exist: Tn this report largely for reasons
. . of convention, the author arbxtmnly csmbluhed ‘the standard of en- :
© rollment rate parity in access, chonc and retention and completion.:
Given what is known aboutt \aning postsccondarv aspiration rates.
and varying poslsccondmrv rclatcd \alues by socnl class, this standard
is ‘not fully dcfensxblc. 0 thé) ‘inote - \nlld {iandards should be de-
veloped. If “this were atcomphshed. i would then be possnble to )
ascertains more prulsch i hen, public’ policies have achleved their
‘intended cﬂccts and, a result, when public subsn(hes could be resgc 7
directed to other, mogd prcwng sdcml nccds T -

. . .. .-

e

. 84 Thu asscrnon xs *hascd on. margm‘(-anal\ms The nresumpnon is that" there
presentlv are nran\ potcnnal students. “at " the margin” and that a modest re
ducnon in net pncc Wbuld bc sufﬁc:ent to. sumulate their enrollment. C ¥
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Table A.1. High School Graduatq‘s‘»and_First-Timc chrc?zCrgdit
K -.Enmllm’cflt:l964-l975. (Resident and Extension Opcning‘.?’l"al’l

.Enrollrrz"e_r_;ft.—.- in Thousands) - . ‘
. Q' 1}
Total - . Total*
High . First-Time :
e School - Year Degree-Credit Percent (4)
Year : Graduates (Fall) Efffollment - = isof (2)
. . . - [ Eak i L -
1 ’ ) Q) R ) ®).
196364 . 2200 .. 1964 1225 ° 535,
1964-65 ) 2,665 Coe198s - 442 TR0
196566 T 2,682 1966 1878 - 524
196667 . - 2k9 1967 . . 1489 " 537
196768 - 2402 . 1968 1,680 L 603
1968-69 . #2829 1969 1,749 . 618
- 196970 - ;2,896 1970 . L . " els
1970.71 2,948 1971 1,766 - 600"
197172 3006 . 1972, 1,740 579
1972.78 3087 - 1978 1,757 . 519
1978-74 ' 3069 1974 185¢ 604 .
197475 ] 8,189 1975 1,993¢¢ 63.5
" eEstimated for all years prigy to 1968. ¢
**Estimated . : C .
Note: Data Jrc {or 50 States and.the District of 'Aplpmbia‘for all years. Because
of roundidg, details may not add to lOlals."f‘;a' '},_pc(ccnmgc in Column 5. js
expected to decline in I&?G : R 4 B

| ;1 i8durces: High school graduate data and estimates are.based on U.S. Department
" . of Health, Education, and Welfare, National Center for Education Statistics,

. "Publications: (1) Statistics of Pubtic Schools,. annually, Fall 1964 through 1974,

.S, * Statistics of Nonpublic Elementary and Seemmeingy Scliools, 1965-66, and 3 -
. ohpublig.School Enrollments in Gr des 9-12, and Graduates 1963-64. )

Enrollment -data from U.S. Department of Health,, Education, and* Welliare,
National Center for Education Statistics, publications: (1)’ Opening (Fall) En-
rollment in Higher Educdtign, annually, '1964 through 1968, 1971 - through
1975, (2) Fall gnroﬂment in Higher Educntion, Supplenental Information,

.+, 1969 and 1970, and (3) data from Resident and Extension- Enrollinent in Institu-

© %y tions of Higher Education, Fall 1966 (unpublished). :
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o Table 4-2. Collcge Costs Smce 1971 ; :.,5 L -
' o~ i R S T
. ( _v.., . ',..‘- . o, Rm( SW ! A
Type of lns*mdon* 1970-71 l9‘ll-‘72 1972-73 1973.74 1914-15 '1975-76 1916-11 ~

. - 4
N . . . o . 4 N
, Public mmtul{ons

. 3" 8 .
N gyear : REL IO 452024 92158 §2411 | $2454 ¢
'.- Tult n. and fcc!"’ R Y o7 28y 287 4301 v 387
nrand board . B * 1082 1086 12181222
‘Othcr expenses N . ° Pe I 7Y 780 897 845
fyear $i783 81, 875 31.985 $2.242  $2400 $2,679 - $2,790
* “Tuition and fees ' 395 439 465 498 . 541 578 621 -
, Room and board. 847 890 945 “imz L6 1272 1304
B _: Other expenses .. 541 546 575 - 7702 . 743 829 . -865
! ) Private institutions ' o : . .
© 7 2year ! $2380\_§2484 $2540 §$3.194 §3617 $3.690 ° $3,907
l Tuition ;:and fees 114 1,92 12100 1,389 1578 1652 . 1740
" Roomi and board 849 877 910 - 1,159 © 1,303 -'1.2397 1381
9. ‘Other cxpcn!es . 367 415 ¢ 420 - 646 736 - 799 * 836 -
PR rﬂm . o 32974 $3.171 $3280  $3693  $4,039 34391 $4,568°
©+ 2, Tuitign and fees ‘ 1.517 1,652 1725 1,942 © 2,089 2240 2,329
Room and board 952 1807 10 L159 1207 1302 1374
. Other expenses - 505 512 5 " 592 ¢ 752 849~  B6B '
Proprietary institutions ] . U o 33.817. 33,322’ H238
Tuition and fees J * J U 1651  1627. }.808 '
., Room and board . K .- ° . 1,387 1,363 - A4S0
’ Othcr ‘expenses . . . . 779 - 8327 V950

. lnsumacnt dala !

. 4 Source: Based on(dala Lfrom Student Expcnm at Pousecnndary lnmlunons, Collegc
Scholarship Service, Annual. L
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Table A-2.

T

Commuter Students

Type of Institutiod -, -1970-71 1971.72 1972-73 197374 1974-7S 1975-7¢ 1976-77

Public institutions - _ 4 j L I

2-year’ $1430  $1.526  $1635 §1665 " $1922 -$2,058 §2.223
Tuition and fees 168 185 200 251 287 301 887
Room and board 544 566 615 681 . 778 . 791 _ 'BI8
Other expenses.. 718 775 820 733 - 857 966 1028

-4-year , $1531  $1.659  §L,760 © §1,775 $2085. $2266. $2.448
Tuition and fees 395 439 465 - 498 541 © 578 621
Room and board 458 494 545 625 104 716 798

. Other expenscs 678 726 750 652 890 972 1,034

Private institutions ) C . S )

"2-year $1834  §1,993 $2,090 $2583 §3287 $3.421 §$3595
Tuition and fees. * 1144 1,192, 1210 1389 1578 1652 1740
Room and board 341 382 395 647 917 850 - 902
Other expenses 349 419 . 485 547 792 919 - 953 |

t-year " 82382 $2599 $2745  $8062 $3683 $8.950 414l
Tuition and fees 1,517 1,652 1,725 1,942 2,080 | 2,240 2,329,
Room and board 398 - 469 525 21 796 718 . 840
" Other expenscs 467 478 ° 495 499 807 932 972

Proprietary institutions  © . . *  $3414 $3.382 $3796
Tuition and fees L . e s e 1651 1,627  ),808
Room and board . e . . - 946 863 899
Other expenses . v . . 817 "892 1.019
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> Table 43. Est:matcd Average Charg&s ( 9/4/5 Dollars per Full T:me Undergrhduate Restden. I)egrre Credzt
Student in Ingtitutions of Higher Edumuon iyl htitutional Type apd Confrol 1964 65 o 19761, (Ch(yges ure ;

5 for the Aeademic Foar and " Constant 197475 Dol!ars) |
3 , | . Total Tuitipn, Board, and Room . Tuiﬁon and Kefuired Fees @
Y < Amual - Othe . Annugl; Otber
, . ud -~ Pucent Upk Four  Two. Percent Ul Four: 2 Twg.,
- Conttol - " Al Change versigy * Year Ye‘ar * Al Chaoge versty Year Yeur
. . ’ r y o oo " o N
196465 S ,, R 1 o
Public - T 31.435 1L IR R I N
Nonpubji PRSI e I TN ,2,149\”“ -I.GQS: 1163 -
1 S " - w ' e | )
' Public Vo 1595 18R 14 1. s 37 580 ¥ 1.
- Nopibic S 3 wy o ws o wmw a 1
o 1ogen - L SRR | Lo ‘ b
S bl I 1812' lﬁ TR T N ,407‘ 9
Nompublic: + . ., 5342 ?,7 3864 1158 284 1036 201 1e8. 138
' a\ &’ , v ""' ' ‘ ‘: - ‘::;: ‘ ‘
we & T oo ‘ L
Public S l,ﬁlq ’0.2 'l.825 \Aﬁﬂ - 80Dy 3B 48 28
P Nonpubhc-,.\ o | S,SSQ 04 388 ,“6,204 :‘ 2689 7L L L2 N 1 B
]%8’69‘ ' ,q\ "‘ S ;" o " '_ ' . S o . ro ‘f K |
Public. N 16245 08 1808 I544 1,283 9,05 548‘ A8 W
S Nomblic T,y asR 05 W szw 0% ,2.009. LI Rt
e R R LT
A S '1532 W 1868 10, 1% L W 35 T %
R Nonbubli%'& o 30” B0 M o4 .481 ! Tt
| T | \o‘ e E . : ' 'J | l‘,"| ’. ‘
) Pblc 1 ',|680 ]7 ¢|929 11376 3 - ‘459 34 o, A 0!
B 2R /O (I 1V I 1 D 1 A 23&5 2091 o
| /.u\)‘ (' ;"' ‘ ‘ - : :' ' | ‘ ’ : f "';: .. au’%‘I'.'. ‘ »hi. l. K '"ﬂ | '; ‘u
’ "o - .‘i'!f:; o M T L ! fl “.v . ty .'. LI ¢ '




e

Ml LT T T R S TR BT S
Nonpubfi B LT T ¥ I B Y. 'R AR T S 1 ST
‘ mw, YL - RN
Public TS U T T N S S TS S T N R
Nowblic S A9 S0 A 2l A3 20 2 14
o ogmwl o o 0 |
R T S 1 0 LAY v/ T AR Moo oW
S Nopbic NN . R N1 I X T
oy o o -
S De ?& 09198 1 14 (N E I T S
G gk LI LN I U S U & S (S P A T
Y o » v ; . R | .
R Pﬁc | WS 16 89 0E S 12 g6 S g
o Nfbubl RS | A A T BRI T L T
967 g B o
o bl LI T B T T "I T
Noublic IS 0T AN B0 om0 um 2l MM DM 16
" Change, 6465101947 ' o e
bk~ ey L 5 183 o
v Nonpublic * i i1 163 %6 |

A :
l’ Repretents charges weighted by numbers of full-time degrec-credit smdcn'?s for 196463: weighted by full-time - resident. studenty
b Vor 18667, by fulltime undergraduate degreeceedit students for 1968460 b total fullime students for 1971-12; and by full-time
. tquisalent resident degree-redit students for 19751, Publich controlled %vear inslituﬂgﬁ which reported 2 20t tuition charge -
are'included in tuition calculatioqs. Institutions which did not offér board or roum i not included in calculations of aerage '
“board or voom charges. Charges shown in Table § in current dollurs were comserted to 197475 constant dollr by application of
the Consumer Price Index, | o -
nterpolated. © . S
"Estimated. | | \ ;
- Sources. US. Department of Helth, Education, and Weltare, Natiotal Center for Education Statistics publcations: (1) Higher Edu-
b, » o cation Basic Student Charges, 196465, 166,67, 1968.69, 112, o 1933-14; (2) Opening Fall Envollment in Higher Education,
G 1964, 1966, 198, 1071, and 1973, Also, Student Exienses at Postsecondary Institutions, €SS, annual.
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. ; 'Figure A1, Total, Degm Credit, nd No;i-Degree Credit Enrollmen| Grouth Rﬁtes: Fall 1964 1o 1975
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‘ Fguré A2, Percent‘dge of Enlten'ng'Freshmen from Each. Family Income ?uartile, 1967 to 1975,
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Table A4. Means, Standard Deviations and Correlat:on Coeffzc:ents,j"“

for All Variables
° . Enroliment — :
Mean Std. Dev. X1 X2 X3 X4
: . :
X1 o Male 57.56 . 186 -
M N N
X2 ﬁ Femalel 4244 1.86 -1.00 -
X3 @ White2 89.07 1.85 052 052 -
Lt | Non-White2 4 10,93 1.85 052  0&2 -1.00 -
xs 2| low - — Uasp S 1.90° 077 077 026 0.2
Xé g Middle 36.67 3.08 093 -09% - 046 -0.46
x7 2 [ Rig 52.46 2.84 090 090 046 -046
xs : Aid{Studentd 196.22 205 54 098 098 058 058,
X9 Cost/Students 1,781.78 280.52 -0.98 098 0.3 0.43
x19 3 Total 10,666.44 1.987.37 099 099 449 049
x11 3 White 11,077.00 2,040.92 ~099 099 048 0is
x12 Non-White 6.843.56 LIGOt o 097 g1 045 045
x13 - Total 5.14 1.55 078 078 042 042
X14 §“~ White 1.63 146 075 075 040 040
x1s -:3 Non-White 9.03 229 08t 081 048 048"
X16 g Male 147 1.58 074 074 639 0.89
x17  |” Female 6.23 1.41 078 078 043 043
1 Portion of total enrollments,
2 Portion of freshman enrollments.
. 8 Participation rates for Primary Families wx’lh d(.pl.ndt.nt mewmbers
18 10 24 years old enrolled full time .in college.
4 Aid per studcnt in dollars. .
5 Cost per student in dollars.
* 6 Median family income in dollars by race.
7 Unemployment rate by race and sex. .
-
o8 SN
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Table A4.
s .
lncomg’ ——— Incomes Unemployment Rate? ————

x5 X6 x7 xs X9 X10- X1 X12 X3 X14 XI5 X1 X7

089~ -
093 088 - »
069 090 083 - : , e - ‘ '
071 090 -08 098 -, R : .
067 -088 -08% 098 098 - " ]
N . - . . . -
* 067 -088 -08% 098 099. 100 - : . - . .
061 085 078 097 098 , 09 . 099 . — ® ' :
: . . ‘ N .
. - : “ o T . Y
039" 067 036 081 0N 082 08 085 - - . : o
<036 065 054 082 0BI Q80 080 0835  1.00 - - i
043 072 062 087 084 08¢ -088 085 099 099. -, - R
N . . L - - o Wt »
035 064 052 081 0K 080 079 0R3 100 . 400 0w . - "o
040 M6R 057 084 0z 082" 081 086 100 100 100 10 - .
R "o
-Aar - .
. . . ,
ot " ]
H
)
.
: .
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Rate Changes by Incomc 196/ 1975 .

¥

e ‘ .
Variable _ B

~  Low Income ‘ .
Aid per full-time student (§) -

. - 0018

Cost per student (§) - 0066
_Total unemployment (%) .8025
Middle Income © - T L v L
" Aid per full:time student () - 0049
FTEI Cost per student (§) . - 0074
_ Total unemployment (%) ; ’ © . 5390
" High Income R . .
= Aid per full-time sttdent ($) - . - .0046
) . Cost per student ($) . : »—0081
,% - .. Total unemployment (%) ..~ I . .909
“a \ a ' . .
. ; ) r .
Tableﬁd 6. Undprz*raduate College ‘Enrollment. Shari¥ig
. Fam:ly Members 18 to 24 Years Old by, Institut®
s Sector and by. Income October 19;4 (percentage) :
R . : Cow
. B ' . e - ’ E
AT ot ) Famlly lncome :
IRt S Less than 2 .
e Coo oK, $10,000  $10-15,000
T e Secm"‘ﬂv‘.‘n‘ T

S nggumic S T s2ee doaee T 796 242,
M Pegate N ge, 178 <215 ., d04 212

3

CrwE ?‘ A R -,‘,{*-_.,.- 100.0° 174 c 1000 235
LA to e o AT A
L "ﬁ'i;ev"‘l“%.- £~ " -. PR R
e P TwoYer T 345 '340. W6 06 7
S o P, . FourYeat- . 655 .9287 714,229
L -',-QAH.., _‘- ! oore 1000 26T 1000, 287 . 41000 100.17

i

. Column pevpcmagcs—ktad erCt‘lll of slmlcn.ls Vuhn
Ucrs of primary familics ex nmg less: (han $i00()0 ‘were

» stitutions.” - a .
"Roﬁ pcrect{zagbs—kgl 20.1 pcﬁl of all pubdie, nsuru ion cumllmtms ‘were
depcl’tdcn! mcml)crs:of pr imary PAnilics earnippPACH lh.m $10.080. oL

Sourcc; Cum Pofmlangn Reports, Scimol ﬁy. ) l——ﬁnrml and Emnmmg
ént of Commerce, Bureau*

ﬁr(pllcd in public in-

Characté{u?u‘s of Students (Washington: U.S. D

,:‘, of ghe C'cnsus) Scries P 20, ‘Mm.m T 1975} p GJ. e P
B 4 ot R t
> : o PP
) ~ . ’ - ) .
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Table A-7. Percentage of Officé of Education Aid Distribulion (§) to
Types of Institutions—1972-1973

. . 4
o < Type of Aid (Pertienl)
~ Type of e s Overall

- .. Institution SEOG - CWS NDSL ! y BEOG Enrollments
Public Four-year 50.1 53.3 507 YR 303 543 -
Public Two-year ' 13.0 17.9 6.4 B0k 450 200
Private Four-year 349 ° 263 109 S IR 24.1
Private Two-year » 20 25. ) = 2 L5
Total® 1000 1000 100.0% Geum P - 100.0 100.0

.t

*Totals may not add to 100 due to rounding,.

Source: Stanford Research Institute. Student Aid: Descriptions mui Options, p. 53.

.
. .
‘e L3 \ . 3. k]

~ Table A-8. First-Time, Full-Time Enrollments Compared to First-
. Time.State Ai(l',R(.'(‘ipicnt.s IVho Were Envolled l"MI-Timc, by Sector
_(Public or Pxivale) (percentages) :

. P g
) State Aid Program
. te N.Y. NJ. (Scholar- : : ¢
: (SIA). (TAG) ship) Calif. Pa. Il Average*
Aid Recipients 64.5 25 569 5837 591 552 56.4
- Public’ E ‘ '
: First-Time,
Full-Time :
Enroliment - Norms 64.8 79 N 719 AR6 5B 745 736"
Aid Recipients 35.5 97.5 43.1 107 40.9 448 436
Private E S . .
First-Time, - w o ;
Full-Time . o ST
. Enrollment Rorms 352 281 281 1Y 49 9255 264
*Weighted by number of students in cach state.

“mource: The College Student Grant Study, Larry 1. Leslie and yJonathan D. Fife,

. 7 yCenter for the Studv of Higher Education, The Pennsihania State University,
<1974, ’ »
E) ,' . )
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Table A-9. First- T:me,,Full Time Enrollments (‘ompared to Fxrst-
Time State Aid Recipients Who 1Were En,rolled Full- T:mc, by E
Instltutlonal Level (percentages) ) . . e

. 4

: ; . iy
N3

N.Y. NJ. (Scholar- -, C

State Aid Programs. (SIA) (TAG) ship) Calif. . Pa. . I
Aid Recipients C 21.4 39.7 341 . 766 . 409 85.4
University . — . T
First-Time, Full- ) : . K ’ . LI
‘Time Enrollment Norms 15.8 179 179 . 128 208 | 266
Aid Recipients '30.8 3.1 550 . 933 1 456~ . 854
4 or 3-Year™ : ) - oo . ‘
First-Time. Full- R e L T
Time Enrollment Norms 2.2 41.9 419 19.4 494 "26.3
Aid” Recipients 4144 7.3

14 LK R | 6.5 14.6
2-Year . .

First-Time, Full- - 4 '
Time Enrollinent Norins . 42.2 40.3 403 - 683 213 472

Aid Reécipients' | 3.4 0.0 22 . 0l 70T 00y
Other . : oLt
First-Time, Full
Tlmc. Enrollment Norins Sce note below.
-

Note: Pcrccmagcs may not_equal 100.0 percent dnc to roundmg,

Source: The College Student Grant Study, LZlﬂ') L. Lgslie and Jonathan D. Flfe
Center for the Study of nghu Education. The Penasylvania S(alc Universitv,

1974, . , .- _
. . /

Table A-10. Average To!al (‘dllcge Costs by Sex, Parental Income,
,and College Type '

g - ‘ .

_Parental Two-Year Colleges Fonr-Year Colleges
Income - Men Women: - Men Women

Léss than $8,000 Tool45 185 - 2801 . 2558

$8,000 - $19,999 .19 1851 2,931 . 2810

.$20,000 or more . . 2020 2,159 3.496 - 3,504

Sourcs: The American Freshman: National Norms for Fall 1975, ACE.

.
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Table 4-11. Proportion of High f{hool Graduales Erjra}‘icd in,Col_lcgl;}' :

in October of the Year.of Graduation: 1962-75 (percentages) s
. ! . - L4 . .
: L . o | : &,,
. Graduates . ' - . i
Year _of ' .. Black' and
Graduation' Men .~ Women White  Other Races .- .
1962, 55 13 e 34 '
1963 L4 52 aq 39 46 . 38
1964 B 48 57 41 9 - 39
- 1965 51 57 - 45 52 C 48
C 50" 59 \ 3 52, 82 .
52 58 47 53 T 42
.3 v 63 9 57 46"
‘ 54 ©60 47 - 85 87
52 - 55 49% 52 Bt B
53 58 B0 T L B4 47 '
. 49 53 46 . T4 . 48
47 . 50 . 487 ., 35
< 48 19 46 A T 5
51 53 49 - B, " 46
. » L0

- ) TE
Source: Burcau of Labor Statistics Serics. Employment of High School” Graduates
and Dropouts, Annual. 2,

a?
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e Ta%(-l?. Enrollments by Race: 19701975 ‘; ) )
y L | KE f _
B o : S L v - 1970:1975
.~ Sample Group 197’ o.M 197 " Change
Black Students Lo L ' |
A public insitations 000 R 00 M G0
At private ingtitutions 100000 148000 145,000 M7000 155,000
_ Mal B0 MO0 SO0 WROD 4200
" Women y 269.00q.v - 317,000 33000 326,000 - 392,000
" . Total : ' A0+ 680000 727,000 684000  BI40N0 44000 422,000
S A2-month change . R L/ U R +199, $16% 8089, -
g ‘ SR , o ‘ . ,
MR o 2 S o
o publicinsitions L SGMON0 6N GO0 62M00  GUAON I
+ AL private nsiations IO o JNGON LSOO 10RO - lme0 )
Men . 440l000 0000 4R3000 ¢ 46700 46000
CWen . sosot sl smne0” s s%iow
Fillsime o, B0 BISHD  GNSN0 60RO 63N
Percent full-time Coonae 169 15,99, Hi% 1%
L Rmm;J LI L0 LM w2400
o g A0 RO BNSON ¢ BIDMO  BEAM. 9M0M0 2200
| .l2monﬂ\ daange ,-().3% 1% +28%, 169 41 +99f” +3099, "
Primary Panuhts With One or More Mcmbcrs 18 to 2 Years O Attending College Full-time by Race and Spanish Origin:
L ()clol)cr.l‘m (Percentages) BT o B ,
e Wb, o Bhd o SubhOdgh
R B . 2l o .
b ‘ L \ Vo ) : o
\ Sourct Curren! Populatwn chnrts, bchmfl Enrollmcnt-Soaal o Economtc ( haraclcnsucs u[ Students (Washmglon US l)c
panmcm of -Commerce, Bureay of the Census), Senes p-2. '
Q b ' S SR s

N | i K ’
. . [ a0 Nl . '
_ . <y .. : . v
. , v EEN ‘ v
1 - e ; ‘ ,
" ) , i . . N
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Table’ A-13. Multiple Regression Analysis for Measures of Enrollment
Share Changes: by Race, 1967-1975

. . . Lo . Rz -
Variable . / B ‘(cumulative)
. - .
White o e
Aid per full-time student () ) =028 .. 387
Cost per student (), - ) 025 .‘i, 75 ¢
White income: ©® - 001 - T .88
“White unemp]oyment (%) N 188 ' 795
" Nonwhites ’ Lo h - o L ¥
Aid per full-tinf student () N ©o.025 336
Cost per studen] (8)° ] - 025 4 ‘ a75
Nonwhite income (§) + . 516 - i 780
Nonwhjte unemployment (%) . - 264 . 795
“* - '

SR

L]

.

Table A-14. Broportwn of ,trst Generation College, Freshmen, by
Race, in Public and Prwate Four-Year ColIcgcs and Universities

" a

a

. Private Public ' Total
Total 430 569 51.8
Race b e ) ot ’ I T, ' :
Nonblacks 401 55.0 496
Blacks . 71.8¢ , . 80.8 e
Ny ¢ (329,719) . (375813) (995.532)
% Co

RN

3

\'To read: 718 pereent,of all blackﬁ in private four- -vear msmuunns were flrsl
generation students.

0

I

 Source: Engin L Holfstipn.. nghcr Education and Social‘_l\iobilily:" A Promisc
Sull Kept,” 1976 4 \ g :
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> Tuble 415, College Enrollment»of the 1971 Frcshma‘ ! Octobef;ﬂ"ﬁﬂ to.October 1974
2 - X ‘7.1. e | .'*"3-:‘ ;o L .
) T‘ ‘.ﬂ l!",. o . ' L ’ l,
- S Number moled!. Percent offlrstyeemudente N
| 0 (o sbosaods) -j" | L1
oL . Freshman ‘Sophomiore - Junlor " Sentor; Freshman Sop mow Juior " Senlop.
Rnce and Sex () (o) 6 AL T mm -y
bt NI , A 0% Wm0 . ME @5 j;»;a;sss
Male (L O ) R [T as.e. B :’m
Fomale 4+ -7 ms Moo, w4 s *4961
Whte - N RY ".g]’,fgﬁ '.w-mon IR F RS O
Ml - SN A N I A T T
Female UL (U A T
Mk S % met w6 o ogy o
Vale L R T
Female C I L ([ P I I VA
. \ [ : . \ ' 1. -‘ ‘ '
' , | | ot ': o K ‘ ] )
VStudents i to 34 yearsold. - ., ¢ N o

Note: Thes i§ an approxnmanon o rclcntlon rates based on annlial lata on ol numbcr o[ persnus in cach college clasq ot
~ Source: Cuwenl Populalw’p Reports, School Enrollyent-=Social and Eeonomtic Characleristcs of Mudenle Oclober 19 {Washmg

ton: U3, Department of Cotamerce, Bureau ol the Cengus, l9u) Seues P2, No. 286, . . | R
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Tablc‘A A6, Complmon Rates oraSclcctcd Sadph OM Chm of 1970, Faur Years Altcr Entering Collegc. o
(percem)i o ‘&3',": , o
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A

A | . Retumed " Received Reselved Degres o
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}' 'f Two-Year, Collcge& T o S | .
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o

™~

First Generation
Freshm

) en W Total ™
Totaf “ 43.0 569 LT 0 518
Men 464 ihos76e b - ¥ 586
‘Women 39.1 - - "56.1 v : 49.9
TNy 7 (329.719) (573 8I3) * (qor 5,332)
’ gh ‘- oot - t L

*To read: 57.6 pcr_fcnt of all men ine public institutions were first--gctj?ﬂﬂ(
. students. Bt ) : LA ‘ .

1

Soutce: Engin' I. Holmstrom. “Higher Edutation and Social Mobility: A Promise
Still Kept.” 1976. ‘ O ’
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 Table A-18. Multiple R(’gressmn Analysn for M('amr('s of Fnrollmcnt
Share ("hanges by Sex, 1967-1975 < .
) ' .. R ) . ) t
_ A ; R?
Variable Vo, ' B (cumuhﬁv% ’
Male - ‘ { o
Aid per full-time student (§) A ~ 0082 .969
Cost per student (S - .0017 . ars
Total median family income ($) Y- .0008 - , 980
Malpcunemplo_\'ment (%) . ) 1872 989
Female P ‘1 et - o )
“Aid per full-time stlfcnt ) ) . o0k X 2969
Cost_per student ($) N 0018 . 978
Total median family income (v = 0003 * 980 .
Female usgmployment (%) 2249 . 989 .o
% Tt
\ e L )
- B o i
LY . k) . .';l

e
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